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ROYAL EXCHANGE ASSURANCE. 


INCORPORATED a.p. 1720. 


GOVERNOR: SIR NEVILE LUBBOCK, K.C.M.G. 


FIRE, LIFE, SEA, ACCIDENTS, BURGLARY, ANNUITIES, 
EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY 
(Inciuding ACCIDENTS to DOMESTIC SERVANTS). 
The Corporation will act as :— 
EXECUTOR OF WILLS. 
TRUSTEE OF WILLS AND SETTLEMENTS, 


Special Terms granted to ANNUITANTS when health is impaired. 





Apply for Full Prospectus to the Secretary, 
Head Office: ROYAL EXCHANGE, LONDON, E.C. 


THE BRITISH LAW FIRE 


INSURANCE COMPANY, LIMITED, 
5 LOTHBURY, LONDON, E.C. 
(with Branches throughout the Kingdom), 
SUBSCRIBED OAPITAL - + = = = £1,060,000. 


FIRE, EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY under Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906, and 
independently thereof, and BURGLARY. 
Gentiemen in a position to introduce Business are invited to undertake Agencies within 
the United Kingdom. 


No Foreign Business undertaken. 
Manager and Secretary- H. FOSTER CUTLER. 


THE LAW GUARANTEE TRUST AND 
ACCIDENT SOCIETY LIMITED. 


COMMERCIAL and INDUST RIAL UNDERTAKINGS, 


Requiring to raise Money on 


DEBENTURES, 
Should apply to the Society, Write for Particulars, 








Heap OrFicr: 49, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, W.C. 


LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 








ESTABLISHED 1836. 





FUNDS . - - 
INCOME =- > - 
YEARLY BUSINESS - 
BUSINESS IN FORCE 


£ 6,000,000 

£785,000 
£ 2,840,000 
£ 22,000,000 





THE PERFECTED SYSTEM of Life Assurance is peculiar to this Society 
and embraces every modern advantage. 


PERFECTED MAXIMUM POLICIES. 
Wrrnovur Prorrrs. 
The Rates for these Whole Life Policies are very moderate. 


Age | Premium 
a 
30 


| Age Premium 


£17 8°, | £1 16%, Se £2 10 *, 





£1,000 POLICY WITH BONUSES 
According to last results. 
Valuation at 24 p.c. :—Hm. Table of Mortality. 


Duration 





| 10 yrs. 20 yrs. 30 yes. 

_Amount of Policy | 61,199 | 61,488 | 1,794 
Full information on application to 

THE MANAGER, FLEET STREET, LONDON. 


40 yrs. | 
£2,067 








The Solicitors’ Journal 
and Weekly Reporter. 


LONDON, JUNE 20, 1908, 





*,* The Editor cannot undertake to return rejected contributions, and 
copies should be kept of all articles sent by writers who are not on 
the regular staff of the JouRNAL. 

All letters intended for publication must be authenticated by the name 
of the writer. 





Contents. 


CURRENT TOPICS «2.4.00. cesses . 573 , Onrrvary 


FRavputest APPROPRIATION 1 is * Finp- 








inc” anp “ Mistake” Casas . . 576 
Evipencs 1x Actions Acatnat InPaxrs 577 
Ravenwe 578 
679 

















Cases Reported this Week. 


Cribb v. Kynochs (Lim.) ....... eeencoperawonsesh:brewssduesqnescescecoessonobe 
Hill v. Begg 
Jones v. Shervington 


Kussell and Another v. Stubbs (Lim. ) 
Shrager and Another v. March 





Current Topics. 


The Trinity Cause Lists. 

Tue Cause Lists for the Trinity Sittings shew a further reduction 
on the small total of appeals at the commencement of the Easter 
Sittings. Then the figure was 130; in the present lists it is only 120. 
A year ago it was 846, and two years ugo 337. ‘The Chancery 
Cause Lists contain 306 causes and mawers for hearing; in the 
Easter lists the number was 326, anda year ago 245. This 
appears to shew that the business remains at a higher level than 
in the recent years of depression. ‘The total in the King’s Bench 
Division is 656, « slight reduction on the 666 of last sittings. A year 
ago the number was 739. In the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 
Division there are 363 causes for hearing. 


The Late Sir John Day. 


Tae prescription of the late Sir Jonn Day in some of the 
daily papers as a “‘ great judge” goes a good deal too far. The 
severity of his sentences in criminal cases was often the subject of 
unfavourable comment, and with regard to the civil business, he 
took no interest in the Divisional Court, and bustled through the 
causes set down for trial before him, summing up the evidence in 
a hurried and somewhat unintelligible manner, and finally, 
aceording to the familiar phrase, “ throwing the case at the heads 
of the jury.”” But his powers as an advocate at Nisi Prius could 
hardly be questioned. in days when technicality was not wholly 
banished from the courts he was thoroughly conversant with the 
rules of practice and evidence, and wouid always discover with 
unerring sagacity the point upon which the case must ultimately 
be decided. His coolness and self-possession were unfailing, and 
his remarkable gifts as a humourist gave him extraordinary 
advantages in the cross-examination of witnesses. lt was, as he 
often said, a weary time before he achieved success at tne bar, 
and a large proportion of the cases in which he was engaged were 
not of any special interest or importance. It is quite ible 
that, if circumstances had been more propitious and he had 
received a training more favourable to the development of the 
higher qualities of his intellect, his career on the bench would 
have been one of conspicuous success. But his promotiun 
came at a time when he had lost much of his interest in the 
profession, and he probably welcomed it more as a release from 
the strife of the bar than as an opportunity for dignified and 
intellectual labour. 


The Public Trustee Barred. 


A CORRESPONDENT, whose letter we print elsewhere, presents a 
view of the Public Trustee’s office which is at variance with that 
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which we have entertained, and with the view entertained, we 
believe, by the profession generally. He considers British 
jurisprudence to be behind that of European countries in that it 
as been so late in adopting an official trustee, and his idea of a 
trustee is that he should be a person, like a bank director, who 
avoids all sentiment and considers only the security—that is, the 
financial aspect of the trust. It may be readily granted that 
financial security is the chief object to be aimed at in 
the management of trust estates, and, where this cannot 
be otherwise guaranteed, the Public Trustee can be em- 
ployed in his character of custodian trustee. But there is 
another aspect to the administration of a trust than the financial 
one. A trust is a matter which concerns family and private 
affairs, and we believe that the great majority of testators and 
settlors will prefer that these affairs should be managed by 
relatives and friends of the family rather than by a public official ; 
hence our suggestion that a clause barring the Public Trustee is 
likely to be of frequent occurrence. As to British practice 
lagging behind that of other countries in regard to official inter- 
ference in private affairs, we are quite content that this should be 
so. Officialism has, unfortunately, made great strides here, but 
we are not anxious to have it pervading every department of life. 
The Public Trustee has now been introduced, and possibly he has 
come to stay; but there is no reason to extend his activities 
beyond those cases in which he is really required. We beg leave 
to doubt whether in ten years’ time private trustees will be the 
exception, but this is not a long time to wait to test the 
experiment. 


Forbearance to Enforce a Gaming Debt. 

We cannor but express our hearty sympathy with the decision 
of Jer, J., in the recent case of Green v. Tombleson. The 
action was to recover £200 on a cheque given by the defendant, 
and the defence was that it was given in respect of a gaming 
transaction, and, therefore, upon an illegal consideration. The 
plaintiff's counsel then contended that there was a fresh con- 
sideration for the cheque, as the plaintiff had abstained from 
pressing the defendant for payment of the gaming debt on his 
statement that if he were pressed he would be ruined. The 
learned judge held that this was not sufficient evidence of 
a fresh consideration, and gave judgment for the defendant. 
There may be persons who have no sympathy with legislative 
interference with the remedies for gaming debts or debts of 
honour, as they are sometimes called. But the Gaming Acts 
remain unrepealed, and the intention of these Acts is clearly that 
no relief in respect of wagering contracts should be granted by 
courts of justice. All attempts to revive a gaming debt by the 
semblance of a fresh consideration should, if necessary, be 
prevented by express enactment. 


Libel by Trade Protection Society. 

From THE TIME of its being set up in 1903 the High Court of 
Australia has probably reversed more decisions of the State courts 
than it has affirmed, when these have come before it on appeal. But 
until the other day, in the case of Blake v. Bayne, no decision of the 
High Court had been, when directly appealed from, reversed by the 
Privy Council. Closely following, however, Blake v. Bayne comes 
another instance of an Australian decision reversed by the Privy 
Council: Macintosh vy. Dunn (Times, 4th of June). The case 
has considerable interest for that part of the mercantile com- 
munity that is concerned with trade protection societies. The 
action was one for libel brought in New South Wales against a 
trade protection society for publishing information about the 
plaintiffs in their business as ironmongers. At the trial the 
plaintifis obtained a verdict for £800. The Supreme Court 
of New South Wales ordered a new trial; but on appeal 
the High Court of Australia ordered judgment to be entered 
for the defendants. From this decision the plaintiffs 


appealed to the Privy Council, with the result that, 


the Judicial Committee have reversed the High Court and 
restored the original verdict for the plaintiffs. In the course 
of the judgment, delivered by Lord Macnacuren, it was laid 
down that publication, as made by the defendants under the 
circumstances in which trade protection societies publish their 
information; is not made on a privileged occasion, but is made 
purely as a matter df business and for gain. Although “ in this 





country there is no authority directly in point,” yet to treat publica- 
tion of the kind now under consideration as made on a privileged 
occasion is not in accordance with the principles of English law. 


The Rights of Way Bill. 


THE Principat clause of the Public Rights of Way Bill, brought 
in by Mr. WrvFRev and read a second time on the 22nd of May, 
will be regarded with some anxiety by landowners, notwithstanding 
the unlikelihood of the Bill passing into law during the present 
session. The Bill provides that where any way upon or over any 
land has been actually enjoyed by the public without interruption 
for a full period of twenty years, such way shall be deemed to 
have been dedicated as a public highway, unless it shall appear 
that there is sufficient evidence arising during that period nega- 
tiving the intention to dedicate such way, or unless there was no 
person in possession of such land capable of dedicating such way 
at any time during such period of twenty years. And where such 
way has been enjoyed as aforesaid for a full period of forty years, 
such way shall be deemed conclusively to have been dedicated as 
a public highway, unless there is sufficient evidence arising during 
that period negativing the intention to dedicate such way. The 
latter part of this clause is framed wholly in disregard of the 
principle that in order that users may confer an easement 
the owner of the servient inheritance must have known that 
the easement was enjoyed, and also have been in a situation 
to interfere with and obstruct its exercise had he been 
so disposed. It has hitherto been understood that although a 
leaseholder in possession may, if he likes, dedicate his own 
property to the public by deed-poll or by tacit acquiescence, he is 
not allowed to alienate any interest in that which does not belong 
to him—namely, the reversion. The lessor, after granting a lease 
of the premises, has no right of entry upon the soil and has not 
necessarily any cognizance or suspicion of the user of a right of 
way over land in the possession of his tenant. Even where the 
user of such a right of way by strangers is brought to his notice, 
he is not entitled to question them as to the circumstances under 
which they claim to exercise their right. It should be possible to 
simplify the law as to proof of a public right of way without 
endangering the position of reversioners. 


Are the County Courts Encroaching upon the 
Business of the High Court. 

A DECREASE in the number of cases entered for trial in the 
King’s Bench Division during some recent sittings is by some 
persons explained by the fact that many cases entered in the High 
Court have been sent for trial to the county courts. Complaints 
are at the same time made that such cases occupy the time of 
the county court judges and render it almost impossible for them 
to deal with the work for which those courts were established. 
These complaints may be contrasted wilh former references to 
arrears in the Court of Appeal and in the High Court and urgent 
recommendations that the number of our judges should be 
increased. Complaints of the encroachment of the county courts 
upon the business of the older tribunals are no novelty. They began 
immediately after the constitution of the county courts in 1846, 
when the limit of the jurisdiction in actions of debt was £20: Ina 
letter written from Exeter in March, 1849, the late Lord CotzRIpGE 
says: “ When they extend the jurisdiction of the county courts 
to £50 or £100, as they talk of doing, I can hardly understand 
what there will be left for a common lawyer on a circuit like this 
except the criminal business, which is more and more neglected 
and jobbed every day.” Similar lamentations were made at the 
time of what was considered the “ vast extension” of the juris- 
diction of the county courts in 1867. A large number of barristers 
doubted whether the London courts would any longer supply a 
livelihood to the juniors of the profession, and whether the 
majority would not be driven to seek their fortune in counties 
remote from the metropolis. It is unnecessary to refer to the 
additions which have since been made to the business of the local 
tribunals, but London continues to be selected as the place for the 
trial of the heavier and more important causes which are entered 
in our courts. And if we consider the time occupied by several 
of these cases during the last few months, we cannot wonder that 
suitors should begin to ask whether the inferior courts do not 
provide a less expensive and more expeditious solution of the 
ordinary matters in difference between them. 
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Application of Insurance Money in Rebuilding. 

Tae pectsion of Swinren Eapy, J., in Re Quicke’s Trusts 
(1908, 1 Ch. 887) will probably dispel anv doubt which may 
have been felt as to the operation of section 83 of the Fires Pre- 
vention (Metropolis) Act, 1774, outside the “ bills of mortality,” 
that is, the Metropolis. The full title of the Act, as well as the 
short title which has been adopted for the small part which 
remains unrepealed, indicate that the Act was intended only to 
apply to the Metropolis, and most of it: provisions were clearly 
so restricted. But the principle of s:ction 83, empowering per- 
sons interested in buildings which have been destroyed by fire 
to require the insurance moneys to be expended in rebuilding. 
is of universal application, and in Ex parte Gorely (4 De D. 
J. & 8. 477) Westsury, L.C., upon a consideration of the 
special preamble prefixed to the section, and of the object and 
language of the section itself, decided that it was not restricted, like 
the main part of the Act, to the Metropolis. This decision would 
probably have been regarded as settling the construction of the 
statute had not Lord Watson in Westminster Fire Oficev. Glasgow 
Provident Investment Society(13 App. Cas., p. 716) cast doubt upon 
it. ‘“ Having regard,” he said, “to the preamble of the statute, 
and to the general scope of its provisions, it humbly appears te 
me that if a question were to arise as to its applicability within 
the realm of England beyond the bills of mortality, the decision 
in Ex parte Gorely would fequire to be carefully considered.” 
But in fact the preamble of the statute and the scope of its 
provisions were carefully considered by Lord Wesrsury, and 
he arrived at a result which was at once sensible and convenient. 
If the application of insurance moneys in rebuilding can be 
enforced in London, it should be equally capable of being enforced 
elsewhere. The decision in Ex parte Gorely was given in 1864, 
and after this Japse of time there can be no justification for 
cea'ling it in question. This was the opinion of Swrnren Eapy, J., 
who unhesitatingly accepted it; and after this rehabilitation it is 
not likely that any further doubt will be cast upon it. 


Knock-out Auctions. 


A case of general interest relating to auctioneers’ licences was 
recently heard by the justices at Lexden and Winstree Sessions in 
Essex. The defendant, a dealer of Norwich, was summoned 
under the Auctioneers Act, 1845, for exercising the business of 
an auctioneer without a licence. Section 4 of the Act enacts that 
“every person who exercises or carries on the trade or business of 
an auctioneer, or who acts in such capacity at any sale, and every 
person who sells or offers for sale any goods or chattels . . . 
at any sale where any person or persons become the purchaser of 
the same by competition and being the highest bidder, either by 
being the single bidder or increasing upon the biddings made by 
others, or decreasing on sums named by the auctioneer or person 
acting as auctioneer or other person at such sale, or by any other 
mode of sale by competition shall (except as hereinafter in this 
Act mentioned) be deemed to carry on the trade or business 
of an auctioneer, and shall be required to take out such 
licence as by this Act directed.” It appeared that at a sale 
of furniture and effects in a dwelling-house a quantity of old 
English silver was purchased by the defendant, and he afterwards, 
according to the evidence of a police sergeant, proceeded to an 
outhouse accompanied by seventeen or eighteen perso: s, and there 
put up th» silver for sale, the-other men bidding against each 
other ard the defendant knocking each lot down to the 
highest bidder. Upon being asked whether he had an auctioneer’s 
licence, he replied that he bad not and did not require one. The 
defence was that the sale by the defendant was not a public 
auction but a private arrangement confined to a limited number 
of persons. The sale apparently came within the ordinary defini- 
tion of a “ knock-out,’ which is described in the last edition of 
Murray’s Dictionary as a combination of bidders at a sale 
who, deputing one to bid, save the increase of price which further 
competition causes and subsequently have a private sale among 
themselves. The justices found the defendant guilty of acting as 
an auctioneer withovt a licence and fined him in the amount of 
the penalty imposed by the Act, but agreed to state a case. It 
may be hoped that the decision of the justices will be upheld, and 
aes sales definitely brought within the penalities of the 
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Quashing a Conviction for Misdirection. 

Tue Court of Criminal Appeal recently in the case of Rez y. 
Dyson found themeelves bound to quash the conviction and direct 
the release of a man whom they felt to deserve severe punishthent. 
There had been, beyond e- a misdirection by the judge at 
the trial on a vital point. The court desired to direct a new trial, but 
decided that they had no powerso todo. The case has raised much 
discussion, and a considerable amount of feeling has been expressed 
with regard to an Act which may thus cause a serious misecarri 
of justice. The opinion has also been expressed that the Court 
of Criminal Appeal were wrong, and that they had in fact the 
power to order a new trial. This opinion, however, we submit, is 
ill-founded, and will not stand the test of authority. It is to be 
remembered, also, that Parliament deliberately refused to give the 
court this power, and that the Act provides that they shall, if 
they allow an appeal, “ quash the conviction, and direct a judgment 
and verdict of acquittal to be entered.” The contention put forward 
(but dismissed as inadmissible by so high an authority as Sir 
H. Potanp) is that the court, apart from the Act, had power to 
order a venire de novo on the ground that there had been a 
mistake. Now it is clear that the High Court has power to make such 
an order in certain cases; but with regard to trials for felony the 
power has been exercised very seldom, and its extent is not clearly 
defined. If it exists in the form suggested, it is inconceivable that 
it has not been more often exercised. In 1851, in the case-of Reg. 
v. Scarfe(17 Q. B. 238) an order of venire de novo was made on the 
ground that inadmissible evidence had been left to thejury; but 
this case was strongly disapproved of by the Judicial Committee of 
the Privy Council in Reg. v. Bertrand (L. R. 1 P. C. 520), and 
does not appear ever to have been followed. The subject seems to 
have been most fully treated in Reg. v. Murphy (L. R. 2 P. C. 535). 
It is there laid down that a verdict in a trial for felony is final 
wherever the indictment is good and the prisoner was given in 
charge to a jury in due form of law empanelled, chosen, and 
sworo. It has often been stated that a venire de novo may be 
granted when there has been a mistrial. But this word 
“mistrial’’ is obviously far too wide to be correctly used in 
making such a statement. It appears from Reg. v. Murphy 
that if a prisoner was not allowed to exercise his right of 
challenge, or if the jury were improperly chosen, there would 
then be power to make the order. These would be examples 
of mistrial going to shew that there was no real trial at all, that 
the whole proceedings were a nullity. Again, it was stated in 
the case that the order might be made where there was a defect 
in the jurisdiction of the court, or where a verdict was given so 
ambiguous or inconsistent that no judgment could properly be 
pronounced upon it. But the suggestion that the proceedings 
could be set aside for misreception of evidence, or even because 
the jury had misconducted themselves before verdict, was repu- 
diated by the Privy Council. There have been many cases before 
the Court of Crown Cases Reserved of misdirection and misrecep- 
tion of evidence. In many of these the judges must have been 
convinced of the guilt of the prisoner and have desired to order a 
new trial. The fact that the order has not been made on such 
grounds speaks for itself and shews how the word “ mistrial” 
must be limited. We have no doubt that in Rex y. Dyson the 
court took the only course open to them. 


Registered Charges of Leasehold Land. 


WE print elsewhere a further letter from our correspondent 
“ F. R. B.” on the position of a registered chargee of leasehold 
land in the event of the bankruptey of the chargor. In his 
former letter (ante, p. 549) he pointed out the strength of the 
chargee’s position in to his power of sale. Under section 
26 of the Land Transfer Act, 1875, the registered chargee may 
enforce a sale of the land charged in the same manner and under 
the same circumstances in and under which he might enforce the 


same if the land had been transferred to him by way of mortgage: and 


see section 8 (4) and 9 (1), (2) of the Act of 1897. And under section 
27 of the Act of 1875 the registered chargee may eell and transfer 
the land in the same manner as if he were the registered 


} e proprietor, 
| Hence the registered chargee is not prejudiced by the bank- 


ruptey of the chargor, provided he sells before the trustee in 
bankruptcy has disclaimed the lease. But the difficulty arises if 
the trustee takes this step while the chargee still has the property 
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on his hands. If the lessor does not intervene, we agree that it 
is not necessary for the chargee to do anything. His rights are 
not affected by the disclaimer, and, when he sells, he can still 
transfer the lease to the purchaser as if he, the chargee, were 
registered proprietor. But it is not to be assumed that the lessor 
will remain quiet. After the disclaimer he has no person to 
whom he can look for the payment of rent and the performance 
of covenants, and in the ordinary course he will seek to 
impose the legal liabilities of the lease upon some person interested 
in it, or in default he will be allowed to take back the land free 
from the term. Usually this means that the mortgagee has to 
take over the lease, and he may be required to take it, not 
as assignee, but with all the liabilities of the bankrupt (Re 
Walker, 72 L. T. 330), though this is not necessarily so: Re 
Carter v. Ellis (1905, 1 K.B. 735). But this is under the 
proviso to section 55 (6) of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, which 
refers only to ‘‘an underlessee or mortgagee by sub-demise,”’ and our 
correspondent questions whether it applies to a chargee of registered 
land. The point is a nice one, but it is to be noticed that later in 
the proviso more general words are used—“ If there shall be no 
person claiming under the bankrupt who is willing to accept an 
order upon such terms ”—and it is quite possible that the chargee 
would be required to take over the lease. The real point, how- 
ever, is that under the Land Transfer Acts the position of the 
chargee is doubtful in this respect, while if, as our original corre- 
spondent,“G. M.S.,’ suggested (anée,p.531), he takesan unregistered 
assignment, or if, as we suggested (anée, p. 525), he takes a mortgage 
by sub-demise with the usual clauses,then in the event of bankruptcy 
he will be able to avoid these difficulties, and the consequent 


expense. 


“Casual Employment.” 


Ir was recognized at the time when the Workmen’s Compen- 
sation Act, 1906, was passed that the Legislature, in using the 
expression ““employment of a casual nature,” had raised a 
difficulty which would have to come before the courts for solution, 
and a decision on the meaning of the words has now been given 
by the Court of Appeal in Hill y. Begg (reported elsewhere). The 
term ‘‘ workman” is defined in the Act, in the first instance, by 
the method of exclusion. It does not include “‘any person 
employed otherwise than by way of manual labour whose re- 
muneration exceeds £250 a year, or a person whose employment 
is of a casual nature and who is employed otherwise than for the 
purposes of the employer’s trade or business.’ Certain other 
classes are also excluded. Then follows the positive provision 
which brings in, “save as aforesaid,” all persons working under 
a contract of service. Thus the question of casual employment 
does not arise when the employment is for the purposes of a trade 
or business. In such cases all employment, whether casual or 
not, is covered by the Act. But the householder has numerous 
occasions for calling in outside labour for the purposes of the house 
or garden. And then, unless he has protected himself by a very 
special form of insurance, the question whether the employment 
is casual or otherwise may become of considerable pecuniary 
importance. In the case in question a man who earned 
his living as a window-cleaner had been accidentally killed 
while cleaning windows at a private house. He had been 
employed at the house in this capacity for two years, and the 
practice was for one of the servants to send him a postcard 
whenever the windows wanted cleaning. These postcards were 
sent at irregular intervals of a month or six weeks. The county 
court judge—Judge Serre—held that this employment was not 
casual. The Court of Appeal (Cozens-Harpr, M.R., and 
Bucxtey and Kennepy, L.JJ.) have reversed his decision. 
The Master of the Rolls appears to have based his judgment upon 
the consideration that there was no contract for continuous 
employment, and that the employment was in fact at irregular 
intervals. ‘‘ I am not,” he said, ‘‘ prepared to extend the burdens 
of the Act to householders who simply call in a man, not part of 
their regular establishment, to do a job as and when necessity 
arises.” Bucxvxry, L.J., pointed out that the words of the Act 
were not “who is casually employed,” but “‘ whose employment 
is of a casual nature”; so that, in his view, there might be a 
regular employmegt in employment of a casual nature. It may 
be suggested, however, that this treats the Act with too much 





subtlety. Undoubtedly the opposite to “casual” is “regular,” 
and the question in such cases is whether the employment in 
question is of a casual or of a regular nature. ‘‘ Regular” means 
according to rule or practice, and if a course of employment has 
in fact continued so long as to show that it is the practice of an 
employer to employ a particular person for a particular class of 
work, it might be thought that the employment was regular and 
not casual. There is no matter of law involved, but simply the 
use of the English language, and it may be doubted whether the 
Court of Appeal have interpreted the Act as correctly as the 
county court. The question, to which a correspondent calls 
attention in a letter which we print elsewhere, whether there was 
under the circumstances a “contract of service” at all, does not 
appear to have been discussed. 


Title by Possession Against the Crown. 

By section 34 of the Real Property Limitation Act, 1833, the 
title of the person whose remedy against one in possession of land 
is barred is actually extinguished, and then in effect the Act confers 
an actual title by virtue of possession for the statutory period. 
The older Limitation Acts (among them the Crown Suits Act, 1769) 
did not expressly purport to bar the ¢it/e of the former owner, but 
merely the remedy. A title depending on adverse possession under the 
Act of 1833 is one that the courts will force upon a purchaser. It has 
never been decided in the English courts that a title depending on 
adverse possession against the Crown, under the Act of 1769, can 
be forced on a purchaser. In Zuthill v. Rogers (6 Ir. Eq. R. 441) 
it was decided by Lord St. Leonarps, under the corresponding 
statute in Ireland, that such a title was good and should be forced 
on a purchaser, and that the Crown's title, as well as remedy, was 
barred. ‘The same construction was placed ou the English Act of 
1769 by the Supreme Court of New South Wales in 1888 (in Re 
Rogers v. Broughton, 10 N. 8S. W. p. 179n.), and it has now been 
formally decided in the same Colony on a vendor and purchaser 
summons, following this case and Tuthill v. Rogers (supra), that 
the title, as well as the remedy, of the Crown is barred by the 
Crown Suits Act, 1769, and accordingly that a vendor who can 
shew sixty years’ possession against the Crown has a good title, 
which his purchaser must accept: Walker v. Smith (7 State Rep. 
(N. S. W.) 400). 








Fraudulent Appropriation in 
“Finding” and “ Mistake” Cases. 


In the Court of Criminal Appeal recently an attempt was made 
to upset a conviction for larceny because the jury had not been 
expressly directed that they could not find the prisoner guilty 
unless he had formed the intention to misappropriate the chattel 
at the moment when he took it into his possession. The appeal 
was dismissed, on the ground upon which many appeals have been 
dismissed, and rightly dismissed—namely, that a non-direction is 
not a misdirection, that the essentials of a direction in any par- 
ticular case must depend on the course which the trial took, and 
that, as in the case at bar the defence was that the prisoner had 
never at any time intended to appropriate the chattel, the 
direction contended for was unnecessary. 

But in the course of the hearing of the appeal one member of 
the court, at least, indicated disapproval of the decision in R. v. 
Thurborn (18 L. J. M. C. 140), and there was some discussion of 
the difficulty which arises when on a charge of larceny the question 
has to be decided, at what moment the chattel was taken. 
Undoubtedly, notwithstanding the enactment of the statutory 
offence of “‘ larceny by a bailee” and of the offences created by 
the Larceny Act, 1901, there still remains a gap in the law of 
larceny which the Legislature sooner or later will have to fill up. 
We shall try to measure the extent of that gap, which (we think) 
is not so wide as it is sometimes supposed to be, or even as 
rulings at assizes and quarter sessions occasionally lay down. 

In the first place, it is submitted that 7'hurborn’s case is good 
law. Upon one occasion when Baron Martin expressed doubt 
whether the principles laid down in that case were right, Mr. 
Justice BuacksuRn said, *‘ I am-inclined to think that we should 
have to adhere to it if it were to be reconsidered.” In fact, to 


quote the language of Mr. Justice Wriaut, the case has been © 
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“universally followed and, for the most part, approved.” The 
decision seems to follow inevitably from the settled principle of 
the common law, that if one lawfully receives a chattel into his 
possession, and afterwards fraudulently appropriates it, he does not 
commit larceny. That principle had to be applied to the circum- 
stances of Zhurborn’s case. Tuursorn picked up a bank-note 
which its owner had lost, and immediately determined to appro- 
priate it; but at the time when he found it he neither knew, nor 
had the means of ascertaining, who was the owner. Afterwards 
he came to know who the owner was, and subsequently he con- 
verted the note. It was suggested that, as Taurzorn had a 
dishonest intention when he picked up the note, he had committed 
larceny. But the answer to that argument is that Tuurpoarn’s 
intention, however dishonest, could not, in the circumstances, 
take effect as a criminal act, because the note at the moment 
when it was found by TaueBorn was incapable of being stolen 
by him, as he neither knew, nor had the means of ascertaining, 
the ownership. Hence, though the possession was accompanied 
by a dishonest intention, it was still a lawful possession. The 
original crudity of the law of larceny in respect of the finding of 
a chattel had been qualified since Haxe’s time, but what Haus 
says (P. C. 506) about the immateriality of the dishonest intent 
is applicable to the circumstances of Zhurborn's case: *‘ If A. finds 
B.’s purse in the highway, and takes it and carries it away, and 
hath all the cireumstances which prove it to be done animo furandi, 
as denying it or secreting it, yet it is not felony.”’ As it is now 
settled law that the finder of a lost chattel is as much bound by 
having the means to ascertain who the owner is as by actual 
knowledge of the fact, and as under the conditions of modern life 
it would rarely happen that the finder who had not such means at 
the time of finding would afterwards come by knowledge of the 
ownership, the actual point decided in 7’hurborn’s case is, it seems 
to us, of comparatively little practical importance. 

The mischievous consequences of the doctrine that lawful receipt 
of a chattel, coupled with the subsequent fraudulent appropriation 
of it, does not constitute larceny, are mitigated by the qualification 
that a mere physical apprehension does not constitute a legal 
receipt. A mental element is essential. One cannot be in legal 
possession of a chattel unless he assents to the possession. Hence 
it follows that a man has not possession of a chattel of the 
existence of which he is unaware, nor can he be held to be in 
possession of a chattel when he has assented to the possession under 
a mistake, believing it to be something totally different from what 
itis. Thus, if a sovereign is given and received under a common 
mistake that it is a shilling, the receiver is not in lawful possession 
of the sovereign ; and, therefore, if, when he becomes aware of the 
mistake, he fraudulently appropriates the sovereign, he commits 
larceny. So it was held by seven out of a court of fourteen judges 
in Ashwell's case (16 Q. B. D. 190), and also by a minority of the 
court in Ireland in R. v. Hehir (1895, 2 Q. B. Ir. 709). 

There is, however, a strong body of legal opinion which 
strenuously opposes this view of the law. An eminent judge 
has expressed their objections in the following terms: “ When, 
then, was the taking? It is supposed to be a thought which 
passed through the prisoner’s mind ; but I do not think that can 
amount to a taking when nothing was in fact done, and when it 
may be the prisoner was lying in bed at a distance from the 
article.’ With great respect it is submitted that the foregoing 
statement does not fairly represent the view of those who venture 
to differ from the learned judge. They admit that the felonious 
taking must be an actual physical taking; and in the case 
put the taking is not a thought, as is suggested, but some act done 
towards misappropriation, and then, as the man is not in lawful 
possession of the chattel, that act constitutes larceny. In Ash- 
well’s case the original receipt of the sovereign by the prisoner 
was innocent, but, though innocent, it was trespassory, like the 
taking of the sheep in Riley’s case (22 L. J. M. C. 48). There 
Ritey had had physical apprehension of the sheep for some time 
before he ascertained that it was not his; when he ascertained 
that fact, he fraudulently appropriated the sheep, and it was held 
to be larceny. 


The same principle is applicable to circumstances which diifer 
somewhat from those in Ashwell’s case. Thus, a few years ago, 


the following case was tried at the Central Criminal Court: A 
‘ post-letter was delivered by mistake to the prisoner, who received 





it without any dishonest intention. Some interval elapsed before 
he opened the letter, when, finding that it contained a bank-note, 
he fraudulently appropriated the note. It was ruled that this 
was no larceny. But it is submitted that the ruling was wrong: 
for the note could not be in the lawful possession of the prisoner 
until he had assented to the possession, and he could not assent to 
the possession before he was aware of the existence of the note. 

It may be pointed out, in conclusion, that the decision in 
Ashwell’s case upholding the conviction brings the class of cases 
to which it belongs into line with the class of cases represented 
by Merry v. Green (10 L. J. M: C. 154). Lord Cotermes, C.J., 
said that he “could see no intelligent distinction between the 
delivery of a bureau not known to contain a sum of money and 
the delivery of a piece of metal not known to contain in it twenty 
shillings. Mr. Justice MatHsws, who thought that the con- 
viction in Ashwell’s case could not be sustained, expressed the 
opinion that the effect of holding otherwise would be that “‘ any 
dishonest dealing with the property of another, by whatever 
means the possession of the property might have been acquired, 
might be made the ground of a prosecution for larceny.” This is 
not so, but obviously the effect of the decision is to restrict very 
considerably the operation of the most characteristic principle of 
larceny at common law. 








Evidence in Actions Against 
Infants. 


Unper the earlier cases on the liability of an infant for the 
price of necessaries it was a question of some doubt to what 
extent evidence was admissible to shew that the infant was, at 
the date when the goods were supplied, already sufficiently pro- 
vided with articles of the same kind, so that although they 
were necessaries, having regard to his position in life, they 
were not necessaries under the circumstances of the particular 
case—see Ryder v. Wombwell (L. R. 3 Ex. 90, 4 Ex. 32, 35 
note). The point was, however, settled by the decision of the 
Divisional Court in Barnes v. Toye (13 Q. B. D. 410), and of 
the Court of Appeal sitting as a Divisional Court in Johnstone 
v. Marks (19 Q. B. D. 509), and as thus settled was embodied 
in section 2 of the Sale of Goods Act, 1893. It appears to be 
the result of that section that the plaintiff, if he is met by the 
defence of infancy, is bound to shew that the goods are neces- 
saries both as regards the infant’s position in life and as regards 
his actual requirements at the time when they are supplied, 
and that the burden of proof on both points is on the plaintiff; 
and this construction has been placed on the section by the 
Court of Appeal in Vash v. Inman (1908, 2 K. B. 1). 

In Barnes v. Toye (supra) the judge at the trial (A. L. 
Surrn, J.) had directed the jury that they had not to consider 
the amount of clothes—these being the goods in question— 
which the infant already had, since this had not been com- 
municated to the tradesman; they had only to look to his 
position in life. In other words, he excluded from their con- 
sideration evidence that the infant was already well supplied, 
and Fre.p, J., in the Divisional Court observed that this direc- 
tion was warranted by the decision of the Court of Exchequer 
in Ryder v. Wombwell (L. R. 3 Ex. 90), though, having regard 
to the judgment of Wiiugs, J., in the same case in the Exchequer 
Chamber (L. R. 4 Ex. 32), the point was to be considered as an 
open one. The Divisional Court, however, held in Barnes v. Toye 
that the jury should take into consideration not merely the 
character of the goods, but also the question whether the 
defendant was in possession of such a supply of goods of the 
same description that he was not in want of the goods supplied. 
And this decision was approved in Johnstone v. Marks (supra). 
“Tt lies upon the plaintiff,”’ said Lord Esner, M.R., “to prove, 
not that the goods supplied belong to the class of necessaries aa 
distinguished from that of luxuries, but that the goods supplied 
when supplied were necessaries to the infant. The circum- 
stance that the infant was sufficiently supplied at the time of the 
additional supply is obviously material to this issue, as well as, 
fatal to the contention of the plaintiff with respect to it,”’ And 
Liypiey, L.J.: “If he has enough of such articles, more cannot 
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possibly be necessary to him. The law is in my opinion cor- 
‘rectly stated in Barnes v. Toye.’’ 

The law as thus determined was incorporated in section 2 of 
the Sale of Goods Act, 1893. That section enacts that capacity 
to buy and sell is regulated by the general law concerning 
capacity to contract, and to transfer and acquire property. 
Then follows a proviso that where necessaries are sold and 
delivered to an infant, he must pay a reasonable price therefor ; 
and “ necessaries ’’ are defined as “ goods suitable to the con- 
dition in life of such infant and to his actual require- 
ments.at the time of the sale and delivery.”’ In Nash v. Inman 
(supra) a tailor brought an action by specially-indorsed writ 
to recover £145 10s. 3d. for clothes supplied to the defendant 
during the first year of his residence as an undergraduate at 
‘Cambridge. This was the credit price, but at the trial he claimed 
only £122 19s. 6d., the cash price. He offered no evidence 
that the state of the defendant’s wardrobe made the clothes 
necessary for him. The first order was obtained by the plain- 
tiff’s traveller, who called on the defendant at Cambridge, and 
the plaintiff’s evidence was in substance limited to shewing 
that the clothes were supplied, and that they were charged for 
at the usual prices. The defendant’s father, on the other hand, 
gave evidence that his son, on going up to the university, was 
amply supplied with proper clothes. The judge decided at the 
trial that there was no evidence to go to the jury that the goods 
were necessaries, and he entered judgment for the defendant. 
This decision went upon the assumption that the onus of prov- 
ing that the defendant was not sufficiently supplied was on 
the plaintiff, and since he had given no evidence on this point, 
there was no case for the jury. The plaintiff appealed and 
sought to shew that the onus of proof was on the defendant, 
so that the judge had himself decided a question of fact which 
was for the jury. 

But the Court of Appeal have held that, whatever may have 
_ been the former rule, the provision of section 2 of the Sale of 
Goods Act, 1893, has the effect of throwing the onus of proof 
as to non-sufficiency of supply upon the plaintiff. After the 
decision in Johnstone v. Marks (supra) it was no longer open 
to contend that evidence as to sufficiency of supply, even when 
the sufficiency was unknown to the plaintiff, was not admissible, 
and the terms of the Sale of Goods Act require that the plaintiff 
shall prove both parts of the definition which constitute an 
article of necessity. “It is not sufficient, in my view,’ said 
Cozens-Harpy, M.R., after referring to the statutory 
definition, “for him to say ‘I have discharged the onus 
which rests upon me if I simply shew that the goods supplied 
were suitable to the condition in life of the infant at 
the time.’ There is another branch of the definition which 
cannot be disregarded. Having shewn that the goods were suit- 
able to the condition in life of the infant, he must then go on 
to shew that they were suitable to his actual requirementseat 
the time of the sale and delivery. Unless he establishes that 
fact, either by evidence adduced by himself, or by cross- 
examination of the defendant’s witnesses, as the case may be, 
in my opinion he has not discharged the burden which the law 
imposes upon him.”’ 

As already stated, in Wash v. Inman the plaintiff gave no 
‘evidence at all as to the requirements of the defendant at the 
time when the goods were supplied, and he did not in cross- 
examination shake the evidence given for the defendant that 
he was already sufficiently supplied. Hence there was no 
evidence on the plaintiff’s part as to the goods being required 
by the defendant, and as to the father’s evidence, this was 
entirely opposed to the plaintiff’s case. Either, then, there 
was no evidence to go to the jury at all, or, if there was, it was 
evidence on which the jury.would have been bound to find for 
_the defendant. Upon either view of the correct procedure the 
plaintiff had failed to satisfy the onus of proving that the goods 
were necessaries having regard, in the words of the statute, to 

the infant’s actual requirements at the time of sale and delivery, 
and the appeal was dismissed. The result may be to require 
from the plaintiff in such an action evidence which it is difficult 
' t6 procure, but this difficulty should be considered when the 
goods are supplied, There is no reason to suppose that the 


decision will make it difficult for an infant to procure things 
which he really requires, and the exception from the general rule 
as to liability which makes him liable for these ought not to be 
carried any further. 








Reviews. 
Equity. 


A Practica, Exposition OF THE P&INCIPLES OF Equity, ILLus- 
TRATED BY THE LEADING Decisions THEREON. For STUDENTS 
AND PractTiTionERS. By H. ArtHur Smiru, M.A, LLB. 
(London), Barrister-at-Law. Fourtu Epirion. Stevens & Sons 
(Limited). 

A writer on equity has to cover a wide and at the same time an il’- 
defined field. The groundwork of his subject is, of course, the law 
formerly administered by the Court of Chancery, either on subjects 
which were ignored by the common law altogether, or on subjects in 
which equity overruled the harshness of the common law. But ia 
course of time this field has been to a considerable extent covered by 
statute law. Thus in regard to married women separate property was 
at first the creature of equity ; but the influence of equity has waned 
before the positive rules of statute law under which a married woman's 
rights of property are now assured. In the present work this state 
of things is conveniently dealt with by first collecting in the chapter 
on married women the original equitable doctrines as to separate 
estate, restraint on anticipation, and the equity to a settlement, 
and then, in a subsequent section, explaining the provisions 
of the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, In this way a 
clear account is presented of the present position of married women 
in regard to property. The progress of legislation and the accumula- 
tion of legal decisions has led to an increase in some parts of the work, 
and Mr. Smith has wisely balanced this by omitting the chapter on 
Company, Law which appeared in former editions. This branch of 
law’ is essentially the creation of statute, and though in interpreting 


‘and administering the law it may be necessary to adopt equitable 


rinciples, yet the subject is more suitable for special treatment than 
or inclusion in a treatise on equity. Of matters peculiarly belonging 
to equity, specific performance is a leading example, and the chapter 
on this subject gives a useful and concise statement of the law. 
Attention may be called, also, to the convenient arrangement of the 
rules as to the avoidance of gifts on the ground of undue influence. 
The work constitutes a clear and well-arranged guide to equitable 
doctrines. 





Wills. 
A SHorT TREATISE ON THE LAw OF WILL8. By A. GuEsT MATInEws, 
M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Haynes. 


Mr, Matthews’ object, as he explains in his preface, is to set out as 
concisely as possible the legislative enactments and special principles 
which relate exclusively to wills, together with the broad principles 
and practical effect of the more important legal and equitable doctrines 
relating to these instruments. This is with a view to initiating the 
student into the subject, since Mr. Matthews finds the current practi- 
tioners’ books on wills too crowded with concrete cases and subtle 
distinctions to be suitable for a beginner. Doubtless the book will be 
found useful by those for whom it is designed, but it attempts to perform 
a difficult task within a small space, and the author in his desire to attain 


brevity has sometimes perhaps sacrificed lucidity and accuracy.. No 
point in relation to wills is of ter importance than the admissibility 


of extrinsic evidence, but Chapter XIII., which deals with it, is 
hardly satisfactory, and the definition of a latent ambiguity as one 
which results when, to an aw sensible description in the will, 
no person or object is found to correspond, is misleading. The 
term “‘ ambiguity” may perhaps be sometimes applied to such cases, 
but properly the ambiguity occurs when two or more persons or 
objects correspond to the description. The ambiguities to which the 
author refers are cases of erroneous description, which must in general 
be corrected by striking out part of the description, on the principle 
falea demonstratio non nocet. With the subject-matter of some 
chapters, as those on the Child Hn Ventre and on Precatory Trusts, 
receut decisions have been busy, and their effect seems to be duly 
stated ; and the book concludes with useful chapters on Estates and 
Gifts by Implication and on Conditions. 





Evidence and Practice in Criminal Cases. 


Rosoozr’s Dicgkst oF THE LAW OF EVIDENCE AND THE PRACTICE 
IN ORIMINAL CASES (CHIEFLY ON INDICIMENT). THIRTEENTH 
Eprtiow. By Herman CoueEn, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & 
Sons (Limited); Sweet & Maxwell. 


As far as it goes, there js no better book for the every-day use of 
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the practitioner in the criminal courts than Roscoe. Ten years have 
elapsed since the twelfth edition made its appearance. These ten 
years have seen the most important changes of modern times —the 
coming into operation of the Criminal Evidence Act and the passing 
of the Criminal Appeal Act. A new edition was, therefore, necessary 
to enable the book to keep up with the times, and here we have a new 
edition well up to date. One thing prevents this work from being 
fully acceptable to the profession; that is, the fact that it does not 


contain precedents of indictments, A large proportion of the criminal | the actual 


work of the country is done by barristers at assizes and quarter 
sessions far from their libraries and chambers. These practitioners 
want a reliable text-book which is comprehensive. If they rely on 
Roscoe they are left unassisted when called upon hurriedly to draw an 
indictment. A from this, however, the book is excellent and 
most reliable. e present editor has done his work well, we 
cannot say that we like his new method of citing cases and tes. 
At first, we are rather apt to be puzzled by such a citation as 
‘* Ellis, Car. & M. 564,” but after a little while we realize that it 
stands for the more familiar “‘ Reg. v. Ellis, Car. & M. 564.” Again, 
there is something odd about the appearance of ‘‘ 4-5 W. 4, 36, 2,” 
but it means the same as ‘‘ 4 & 5 Will. 4, c. 36,6. 2.” We shall get 
used to these innovations, no doubt, and they certainly save space. 





Criminal Law. 


PRINCIPLES OF THE CRIMINAL Law: A ConcisE EXPosIrION OF T8B 
Nature OF CRIME, THE VARIOUS OFFENCES PUNISHABLE BY THE 
EnauisH Law, TSE LAW oF CRIMINAL PROCEDURE, AND THE 
Law or Summary Convictions. WirH TABLE OF OFFENCES, 
THEIR PUNISHMENTS, AND STATUTES. By Seymour F, Hargis. 
ELEVENTH EpitTion. By Cuarutes L. ATTENBOROUGH, Barrister- 
at-Law. Stevens & Haynes. 


There is no better book than this for the student preparing for the 
professional examinations, or for the young practitioner seeking 
general knowledge on the subject. In the capable hands of the 

resent editor, who has been responsible for several editions, the book 

as been much improved, and this new edition will enhance its reputa- 
tion. The chief change in the law since the tenth edition is, of course, 
the creation of the right of appeal in criminal cases. The student will 
here find a clear and concise exposition of the Criminal Appeal Act, 
and he will also find the Act in extenso in the Appendix. If the 
editor in the next edition could see his way to giving a few precedents 
of indictments in the Appendix, we believe he would be adding con- 
siderably to the value of the book. 








Correspondence. 


The Selden Society. 


[ To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—Referring to the announcement at the annual meeting that, 
consequent upon my failing health and almost habitual absence from 
England from October to April—the busiest time of the treasurersbi, 
—I had found it necessary, with great regret, to resign the office 
held by me continuously since 1894, will you permit me to say that it 
was arranged that I should retain the post till the 1st of July, as 
from which date my successor will be appointed. The society’s 
advertisement which appears in the current issue of your paper will 
he amended in due course by the insertion of my successor’s name, it 
being scarcely necessary to add that any communication accidentally 
reachivg me after his appointment will be at once forwarded on. 

F. K. Munton. 

Montpelier House, Twickenham, June, 1908. 





The Decision of the Court of Appeal in 
Copestake v. Hoper (52 Soxicrrors’ JOURNAL, 516). 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter. } 


Sir,—I regret to perceive from my friend Mr. Charles Sweet's letter, 
printed in your issue of the 6th of June, that some words used in my 
recent articles on the above subject were capable of beiog read as 
casting a reflection ‘‘ of pitiless severity” upon a su ion made by 
Mr. Sweet towards the solution of the points of law involved in the 
the above case. I wish to say that in writing the passage which he 
cites I had no idea of conveying any innuendo, and I certainly never 
meant to apply the expression used to his contention. My regard for 
Mr. Sweet's learning and experience as a real y lawyer is 


propert 
much too great to allow of my treating an argument advanced by | rule 


him with anything but respectful consideration. 
May I now again put on the gloves of controversy, and say a few 
words of comment on two of the conclusions pronounced by Mr. 





Se ee ee These con- 
usions are : : 

**(2) Lord St. Leonards, Mr. Charles Davidson, Mr. Joshua 
Williams, Mr. Leake, Mr. Goodeve, and Mr. Challis were 
thinking that the effect of a statutory deed of grant is to the 


e 


actual seisin to the grantee ~ 

‘*(3) Mr. T. Cyprian Williams was wrong in thinking that the effect 
ofa stabubeny Goad ot grant is to transfer only the seisin in law, and not 
seisin. His theory involves the notion of two persons being 
seised of the same land at the same moment, and this, as the Master 
of the Rolls pointed out, is im: “ig 


tote, i date shee all things to make the retort courteous. Let 


me therefore t the classic precedent by Touchstone (not 
Sheppard’s, but ’s), and say that ‘‘I am in the mind that ’ the 
Court of Appeal gave no opinion on whether the is 


syne Se Riek ac i ees ee ee 
on the points actually dealt with, Mr. Cyprian Williams was right; 
and that his theory not involve the notion of two persons being 
seised of the same land at the same moment. If Mr. Sweet will refer 
to my articles (SoLicrrors’ JouRNAL, vol. 51, pp. 479, 496; vol. 52; p. 
527), he will see that (both before and after the above decision) I 


argued that the m under a deed of grant obtains actual 

in every case, even the mortgagor remains in actual 

and has not expressly attorned tenant to the ; and that 
(both before and after the above decision) I stated, in of 
my contention as to the effect of the enactment in question, the case 


of the grantor goin ont of pees Oe ee eee 
upon the land. It is respectfully submitted that in this case there 

no question of two persons being seised of the land at . 
and that, although the above decision proved thet the grantes, and 
not the grantor, is seised, it does not shew whether 
seisin is a seisin in deed or in law. That in this particular case the 
grantee is seised in law is what I argued in your issue of the 30th of 
May last. T. Cyprian WILLIAMS. 


‘The Public Trustee Barred.” 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 

Sir,—Kuowing the impartiality of your editorial columns, I venture 
to think, after reading the paragrap our issue of 
under the above heading, that the other of the shield should be 
exposed in connection with the view the profession should take upon 
the appointment of the Public Trustee as executor and trustee. 

It is not generally known that the British j , notwith- 
standing most European countries have adopted this system, is one of 
the last to appoint an official to take charge of trust estates whether 
inter vivos or at death. 

My conception of a trustee is an infl~xible 
seutiment aud considers the security, that is, the financis! aspect of 
trusts, and in my professional experience trustees have always been 
appointed by and testators with this end in view. . 

Unfortunately the settlor’s wishes are very often perf dis- 
regarded, and trustees who have not strict and integrity 
have been appoioted with disastrous results. Such disasters could 
never happen with the Public Trustee, who is guaranteed by Govern- 
ment, and whose duty, like that of bank directors, is never to take 
any risks a out more income or by putting the telescope 
to the blind eye, as so often ha: ‘ 

Farther, the profession t to welcome this institution, as it 
frequently Bp som that solicitors are beg for lage: Aaa | often is 
the result of pressure brought upon them by trustees, are desirous | 
of listening to their beneficiaries and the dividends ‘by 
improper investments, which invariably ends in consequent loss to 
the estate, a view which the testator never an’ 

Further, it is very easy, if the testator wish to have an elastic 
trust, to give a wide investing discretion to the Public Trustee, __ 

It lies ill in the mouth of the profession to follow out the 
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Th ession ought to welcome the opportunity of sing able to 
ate “Sees the Public Trustee, as very often the 
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appointment of executors is only the result of axe grinding by 
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solicitors with a view to favours to come, so that the solicitor is 
enabled to get the appointment to act in the administration of the 
estate without actually making provision therefor in the will; where- 
as in the case of the appointment of the Public Trustee the question 
of the appointment of a solicitor should always be mentioned in the 
will, 80 that the testator is not hoodwinked as to the ultimate working 
out of his intentions. 

The extension of the Public Trustee Act to Scotland will be regarded 
LD wong of my countrymen with favour. ScoTsMan. 

une 11. 





Registered Charges of Leasehold Land. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.] 


Sir,—The question is whether it is necessary for the chargee to take for 
his protection the steps mentioned in’ your correspondent’s first letter. 
A good deal: depends on the exact nature of the interest taken b 
the chargee. He seems to be something more than an equitab 
mortgagee and something less than a legal mortgagee, but he has 
a. legal interest in the land charged. The trustee must, of course, 
obtain the leave of the court to disclaim, but he will not be allowed 
to do anything to prejudice the rights of the chargee. It doesnot 
_— to be necessary for the chargee to apply for a vesting order, 
as he vould not be affected by a disclaimer and could dispose of the 
-property for the whole term. 

@ lessor, or original lessee (if not the bankrupt), might apply for 
an order vesting the property in the chargee, but there seems no 
reason why the chargee should make the application, nor why the 
court should necessarily make such an order at the instance of the 
lessor, although possibly in the case of an application by the lessee 
the chargee would be required to give an indemnity. It seems 
doubtful also whether the court could or would make an order 
making the chargee personally liable to the lessor, seeing that the 
proviso to section 55, sub-section 6, of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, 
refers only to an underlessee or mortg+gee by demise. 

Assuming that the court did make an order, there is nothing to 
= the chargee to procure himself to be registered as proprietor 

ep 


Why should the chargee concern himself as to the person in whom 
the lease vests or the person who is the registered proprietor ? 

It looks as if a chargee is in a better position than a mortgagee by 
assignment or sub-demise, F. R. B. 
» | June 15. 

[See observations under ‘‘ Carrent Topics.” —Ep. S..J.] 





Workmen’s Compensation. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Jowrnal and Weekly Reporter.] 


Sir,—In the recent case of Hill v. Begg it was held by the Court 
of Appeal that a window cleaner who was engaged from time to 
time was not entitled to compensation under the Act, on the ground, 
according to the report in the Times, that his employment was of a 
casual nature. The court appear to have fixed upon the exception 
contained in the first part of the section which defines a ‘‘ workman,” 
‘Whether the court intended to decide that the man came within the 
principal part of the section—that is to say, whether he was a workman, 
or, in other words, a “ person who had entered into or was working 
under a contract of service with an employer,” it does not clearly 
appear. One is perhaps entitled to infer that the court did not 
consider it sufficiently clear that he was not such a workman, for had 
the court so considered they would not have required to consider the 
exception. However this may be, it would seem that the court did 
not think it necessary expressly to decide whether he was or was not 
8 workman within the meaning of the principal part of the section, 
but sues or even assuming him to be one, he was at any rate a 
person referred to amongst the exceptions whose employment was of 
@ casual nature. ? r sh 

I venture to draw attention to this aspect of the case which may 

be overlooked. The scope of the decision may be narrower 
than at first sight may appear, and it is at least disappointing that 
the decision does not explicitly deal with the broader and more 
important question, as to what is a contract of service with an 
bos Ae the meaning of the section. LAWYER, 
une 








The remarkable diminution of amounts received in fines during the 
past year at the various metropolitan police courts has been the subject of 
official inquiry from the Home Office, and the explanation given is that it 
ds. entirely. due to the operation of the new Street Betting Act. The 
aggregate loss of penalties from street bookmakers throughout the country 
is very considerable, and may be judged from the fact that many of the 
metropolitan courts—compared with the preceding year—return a short- 

See in fines of between £1,000 and £2,000. 


Ths taee hie 4 93. | 

4~%,0 House of Lords. ney Ty 
2 «7 

‘92 * RUSSELL AND ANOTHER »v. STUBBS (LIM.). ist June. 


Lrse.—Sratrement or Ciarm—Breacn or Rures or PLeaprinc—EmMBaRRAs- 
SING—APPLICATION BY DereNpANTs TO Srximke Our—Drscrerion oF 
Cournt—J URISDICTION. 


A statement of claim in a libel action alleged that the libel had been published 
to certain persons named and to others whose names were unknown to the plaintiffs, 
but known to the defendants, and that the plaintiffs would rely upon the publication 
‘thereof to every psrson to whom they might discover it was published. The 
defendants moved that the statement of claim should be struck out so far as it 
referred to the publication of the ibe! to persms unknown to the plaintiffs om the 
ground that it was embarrassing because they knew not how to plead to it ; and, 
further, that it gave the plaintiffs an opportunity of administering ‘‘ fishing 
interrogatories’’ with the object of ascertaining whether in fact they had been so 
libeliled. The Court of Appeal, reversing a decision of Co'eridge, J., ordered that 
the statement of claim shou/d stand. 

Held, that there was jurisdiction, and that it wrs a matter of discretion 
whether interrogatories could be administered when a statement of claim was so 
drawn. 


This was an appeal from an order of the Court of Appeal in a pending 
action in which the appellants Stubbs (Limited) are defendants, and the 
respondents F. M. Russell and A. Jung (trading as F. M. Russell & Co.) 
are plaintiffs, whereby on the motion. of the respondents an order of 
Coleridge, J., in chambers was reversed. The question was whether or 
not the second part of paragraph 4 of the statement of claim should be 
struck out, as was ordered by Coleridge, J., wpon the ground that it was 
contrary to the rules of pleading and not doad fide but embarrassing and 
vexatious. Paragraph 4 of the statement of claim ran thus: “The 

rsons to whom the said libel was published are the following: One 
Staniforth and a company called Milestone & Staniforth (Limited) and some 
clerk or employee of the said company whose names are unknown to the , 


other persons whom they cannot specify, but they will rely upon the | 
publication thereof to every person to whom théy may discover it was-| 
published.”” The motion was that the words ‘ the plaintiffs believe ”’ to ' 
end of paragraph should be struck out. The Court of A havi jed 

that the statement of claim should stan » che 

ap . oO @ a nts it was nded that it was 

contrary to the established practice of the courts to allow such an allegation 
in a statement of claim in a libel action to stand which in effect enabled | 
the plaintiff to put a fishing interrogatory to discover whether in fatt the | 
defendant had ‘Tibelled him. It was a well establis t/ 
emptied x ver ge could put a defendant to plead he must tell him the libel/ 
he complained of and particularize the person or persons to whom he 

alleged the libel had been published, otherwise he embarrassed the 

defendant, for he did not know what to plead to. The appellants also 

denied jurisdiction. 

Lord Loresvurgn, C., in moving that the appeal be dismissed, said he did 
not agree that there was no jurisdiction, and that the defendants as of 
right were entitled to have this part of the statement of claim struck out 
as embarrassing. 1s wags question of dinette in each case. The Court 
of Appeal exercised their discretion Upon the ground that in the icular | 

of thi it was not just or reasonable that us RRpoUZteares } 
g dis ery and answers to interro; 






sho’ ordé 
to give f er parti p Taman Hance wpem How gh 

m Of publica ose particularly named, | 
who were hon to tho detencunes but were not known to the plaintiffs, 
stru i tement of claim. In his opinion the Court of 
Ap in this case made a fight’order. 

Lord Hatspury protested altogether against the ig Wr of an 
suggested rules of pleading. The question whether the defendants woul 
be embarrassed was a question for the judge to decide in view of the facts 
and circumstances in each case. 

Lords James or Hereronp, Ronerrson, and Coutins agreed. Appeal 
dismissed.—Counset, Lush, K.O0., McCardie, and H. McKenna; Gore- 
Browne, K.O0., and Frank Gover. Soticrrons, Weatherley.4-0o ; Michael 
Abrahams, Sons, § Co. , h*kinwe 1 A 

[Reported by Exsxtwe Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.| 








Privy Council. 
SHRAGER AND ANOTHER v. MARCH. 2nd April ; 2ist May, 


Baxxavuprcy — Post-nuptiat Serriemenr — Votuntary Serr.ement — 
Banxrvrtcy Acr, 1883 (46 & 47 Vict. c. 52), s. 47. 


The appellant had made a post-nuptial settlement. abroad on his wife in 
November, 1901, and was adjudicated a bankrupt in England in November, 1903. 
The trustee claimed that the settlement was void under section 47 of the Bankruptey 
Act, 1883. It was admitted that the appellant was solvent in 1901. 

Held, that as under the terms of the settlement by the declaration of trust the 
settlor had ceased to have any beneficial interest in the property settled, the settle- 
ment was not void as against the trustee's claim, although there had been no act ual 
transfer of the legal title. 








This was an appeal from a judgment of the Supreme Court of Appeal.of 


CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. /7 
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plaintiffs. The plaintiffs believe that the said libel was published to some | - 
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the Straits Settlements reversing a decision of Mr. Justice Fisher. The 
question was whether, in the circumstances set out in the j t below, 
the settlement had rightly been declared void as against the trustee’s claim 
as being ‘‘ voluntary ’’ within the meaning of section 47 of the rw gery om | 
Act, 1883. The arguments were heard before a board of 
Macnaghten, Lord Atkinson, Sir Henry de Villiers, Sir Andrew Scoble, and 
Sir Riehard Wilson, and judgment reserved. 

Lord Macnacnrey, in delivering their lordships’ judgment, said the 
order of the Supreme Court declared a post-nuptial settlement made by 
Cecil Shrager, a bankrupt, void as against the trustee in bankruptcy. 
Cecil Shrager and four brothers of his, who carried on business at Singapore, 
Calcutta, and elsewhere under the style of Shrager Brothers, were 
adjudicated bankrupts in England on the 25thof November, 1903. The 
respondent, Mr. March, was appointed trustee in the a The 
settlement was made by deed dated the 2nd of November, 1901. By that 
deed Cecil Shrager declared that he or other the trustees or trustee thereof 
would stand seised of certain real property in Singapore upon.trust for 
sale, and hold the proceeds when invested as therein d upon 
trust to pay the income to the settlor’s wife, the _ appellant, 
Hermina Sbrager, during her life, for her use, without 
power of anticipation, and after her death to the settlor, if he 
should survive her, during the residue of his life. Then there were trusts 
in favour of the issue of the marriage, with an ultimate trust in default of 
issue for the settlor. Until sale the rents and profits of the property were 
to be held and applied on the same trusts as the income of the proceeds of 
sale when invested. It was not disputed that at the date of the execution 
of that settlement Cecil Shrager was solvent, and able to pay his debts 
without the aid of property comprised in the settlement, and that the 
settlement was made in good faith. It was, however, contended by the 
trustee in bankruptcy that under section 47 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, 
the settlement was void as against him, on the ground that the property com- 
prised in the settlement did not on the execution thereof pass from the settlor 
to the trustee of the settlement. In the Supreme Court, sitting as a court 
of first instance, Mr. Justice Fisher held that, although there was no actual 
transfer of the legal title, the declaration of trust was sufficient to pass 
the interest of the settlor within the meaning of the enactment. On 
appeal it was held by the Supreme Court, consisting of Chief Justice 
Hyndman Jones and Mr. Justice Thornton, sitting as the Appellate Court 
in Bankruptcy, that the settlement of the 2nd of November, 1901, having 
been made by the bankrupt, Cecil Shrager, within ten years of his bank- 
ruptcy, was void as against the trustee in bankruptcy. Both the learned 
judges expressed an opinion to the effect that the interest of the settlor 
referred to in section 47 of the Act of 1883 must be the 1 estate of the 
settlor, ‘‘for his equitable or beneficial interest,’’ as Mr. Justice Thornton 
observed, ‘‘could not under any circumstances pass to the trustee, 
but to the cestwis que trustent.’? Their lordships were of opinion that 
the view of Mr. Justice Fisher was to be preferred. The words 
which had yiven rise to the difficulty were not to be found in the Bank- 
ruptcy Act of 1869. They occurred for the first time in the Act of 1883. 
They were certainly not well chosen. But the meaning was clear. The 
settler must on the execution of the settlement divest himself of all interest 
in the property settled. Their cere thought that the alteration in 
the position of the settlor from that of beneficial owner to that of mere 
trustee, so far as his wife and issue were concerned, was a sufficient com- 
pliance with the exigency of. the new provision contained in section 47 of 
the Act of 1883. Their lordships would, therefore, humbly advise his 
Majesty that the appeal should be allowed and the order of Mr. Justice 
Fisher restored, and that the respondent should pay the costs of the 
present appellants in the Supreme Court and of this appeal.—Counsz, 
C. E. B. Jenkins, K.O., and E. W. Hansell ; Herbert Reed, K.0., and A. H, 


_Chaytor, Soricrrons, Thorowgood, Tabor, ¢ Hardcastle; Rehder § Higgs>-— 


[Reported by Ersxinz Rev, Barrister-at-Law.]} 





Court of Appeal. 


HILL v. BEGG. ‘No, 2. © 4th June. 


Employer AND SexvANt—Emptorment’ or 'Oasvan Nature — Wixpow 
CLeaneR—UOontinurry or Empioyment—Degatn Causep ny Accipent— 
Comprnsatton— Workmen's CompgnsatioN Act, 1906 (6 Ep. 7, c. 58), 
ss. 1, 13. 


A workman who is called in from. time, ta .time by a, householder to do work 
otherwise than for the purposes of the employer's trade.or business, there being no 
contract for permanent or periodic ment, is @ person whose employment is 


- of a casual nature within section 13 of the Workmen's Compensation Act, 1906, 


and cannot consequently elaim the benefit of that Act, notwithstanding that Douglas K 


his employment may have been at such regular intervals aa to give. rise to a well- 
Sounded expectation of employment. 

This was an appeal from an award of his Honour Judge Selfe, sitting as 
an arbitrator under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906. " The case 
raised a question of importance on thé mea of the words “‘ employment 
of a casual nature ’’ in section 13 of the which is as follows: *‘ Work- 
man does not include {.... a person Ww emp tia of @ casual 
nature, and whois employed otherwise than. for purpose of 
employer's trade or business. . but, save as aforesaid, means any 


person who has entered. into .or works under a contract of service or 
apprenticeship with an employer, whether by way of. manual labour, 
clerical work, or otherwise, .aad whether the contract. is 
implied, is oral or in writing,’’:: The faste, 

original applicant, the 


| 


whieh . 
present respondent, was the 


were as follows : The 








Hill watew 

Henry Hill was a man in a small way who his pe a 
cleaner. He asked Mrs. to be allowed to clean her windows, and for 
two years, whenever the 
would write a postcard asking him to call to clean the windows. 
postcards were written at irregular about one mofith 
weeks. The Seehes ee ae ae held that in these circumstances 
there was sufficient continuity about work to take it 

tion of casual em He accordingly made an award in favour of 


the applicant. . . 
Tr OCovrr (Cozens-Harvy, M.R., and Buoxisy and Kuxrepyr, L.JJ.) 
Cozens-Harpy, M.R.—The question raised in th 


allowed the appeal. 
man who was employed by the present appellant to clean windows of 
private house, not by virtue of any contract entitling either 
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to claim the man’s services or the man to claim damages if not 

TS eyed crversPhedhage sergrnn yeti Domenie =A 
1906. The evidence shews for some two years when the windows 
required cleaning a ST ee NS ae 
this nature, and if he came he was paid 6s. 6d..a day for what he did. 
Section 13 of the Act contains a definition of ‘“‘ workman,’’ which so far as 
is material is as follows: ‘‘ Workman does not include a person whose 
employment is of a casual nature, and who is em; otherwise than for 
the purposes of the employer’s trade or business.” The sepviaes® © 
member of the Stock Exchange, and it is of course clear that the man was 


not employed for the purposes of his trade or business. 
employment was as casual nature. was no 
that he should be employed. No complaint could have 
if any other had a ee Tt was uncertain 
any person woul have been employed, indeed it is not easy 
any definition of ‘employment of a casual nature” which 
cover this case. A broad distinction is taken in the Act. If 
the purposes of his trade or business employs another, it matters 
the employment is of a casual nature, such as, for example, 
dock la! nirer, Gnd the man so suaployed iss workmen wittis te Samaing 
of the cog ge: an entirely different is spp case 
what, for the sake of distinction, I may houcehadons ee lam 
nob propeons $0 cutee’ Oe Sess ae 

call in a man, not part of their regular a doa 

job as and when necessity arises. On these grounds chink 
judge was wrong in the view 
allowed. 

Bucxiey, L.J.—A lady was in 
required cleaning, of sending for a certain man named 
There was no ment of 
fact, her practice was to send for the. 
to be done. In that which follows 
but not of contract. The question 
employed by the lady within the Workmen’s Oom 
my opinion he was not. The 
is casually employed,” but “ xe cusodier or ts 
pac ot the pod no th 
t tenure em 
its nature casual?. 8 
entertains his friends 
dance, has been in ‘the habit 
Slow it ‘m be said ‘at tooke 

on, it may 
ged iced is of a casual Bron g 

ospitable instincts or the social obligations’ 


any, and how many, ee 
he will want will vary with e 
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empl t remained of a casual nature, 


intended that where the emp) it was 

ew. of the employer oe es 

em ment was not casual, This eo og sere 
kind, and the case ia, in my opinion, not within the of 

results that the appeal must be allowed and the application 


es 


unset, Danckwerts, K.0., and MeOurdy ; 
nocker, Soricrrons, Miles, Hair, ¢ Oo. ; 8. A. Olench $ Oo. 


[Reported by J. I, Stiatixo, Barrister-at-Law.] £ thee 3 
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KENNepy, L.J., agreed.—Co 
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ave unsuccessful, he may apply under sub-section 4 of section 1 of the Workmen's 
Compensation Act, 1897, to have the compensation under the Act assessed. 


This was an appeal from an award by his Honour Judge Tindal Atkin- 
eon, sitting as an arbitrator under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 
1 The case raised a question of some importance as to the right of a 
workman who has brought, and failed in, a common law action against 
his employers subsequently to apply for compensation under the Work- 
men’s Compensation Act. The facts were as follows: Mercy Cribb, the 
respondent in the present appeal, was in the employment of Messrs. 
Kynoch (Limited). On the 20th of February, 1905, she met with an accident 

the course of her employment. Notics of the accident and injury was 
served on Messrs. Kynoch, but, notwithstanding this notice, an action was 
brought at common law by Mercy Cribb, suing by her next friend, as she 
was an infant of the age of 15 years, to recover damages occasioned by the 
— negligence of the employers or some person for whose default the 
-— yers were responsible. The writin the action was issued on the 13th 
of » 1906, more than a year after the accident had happened. Mercy 
Cribb obtained judgment in her favour in the county court, but on 
——— Divisional Court the decision was reversed, and the action 

. Am application was subsequently made to the county court 
judge on behalf of Mercy Cribb to assess compensation under the Work- 
men’s Compensation Act, 1897. The learned county court judge made 
an award in her favour. Messrs. Kynoch appealed. 


Tue Covrt (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and Bucxtey and Kennepy, L.JJ.) 
allowed the appeal. 


Cozens-Harpy, M.R.—The plaintiff met with an accident and gave 
within six months a notice, which I assume would have been a good notice, 
under the Workmen’s Compensation Act. But the plaintiff did not follow 
up that notice. After waiting more than six months she commenced a 
c>mmon law action against her employers. It was held on ap from 
the county court that the defendants were not liable, and the judgment of 
the county court judge in her favour for £300 damages was set aside: 
Cribb v. Kynechs (1907, 2 K. B. 548). She now seeks to proceed 
egainst the defendants under the Workmen’s Oompensation Act. The 
county court judge has held that she can do so, and has made an award in 
her favour. In my opinion this award cannot be supported. The policy of 
the Act is that an employer ought not to be exposed to liabilities under the 
Act and outside the Act in respect of the same accident. This is manifest 
from section 1, sub-section 2 (4). The workman has an option. The 
language of that sub-section is not very happy, for it admits the construc- 
tion that it has no application unless in fact the injury was caused by the 

mal negligence or wilful default of the employer, or of some person 
ior whose act or default the employer is responsible. And it has been 
established here that there was no such negligence or wilful default. 
Nevertheless, I think that the true meaning of the Act is that a workman 

cannot proceed to trial under the Act and fail and then proceed b 
common law action, and also cannot proceed by common law action and, 
having failed in that action, then proceed under the Act. The single ex- 
ception is contained in sub-section 4 of section 1, and it strongly confirms 
that view and seems to me to negative any wider or inconsistent right. 
By sub-section 4—‘“‘ If, within the time hereinafter in this Act limited for 
proceedings, an action is brought to recover damages independently 
of Act for injury caused by any accident, and it is determined in 
such action that the injury is one for which the employer is not 
liable in such action, but that he would have been liable to pay 
compensation under the provisions of this Act, the action shall be 
; but the court in which the action is tried shall, if the 
plaintiff shall so choose, proceed to assess such compensation, and shall be 
at liberty to deduct from such compensation all the costs which in its 
judgment, have been caused by the plaintiff bringing the action instead of 
proceeding under this Act.’’ That sub-section has no application except 
when proceedings based on the common law liability of the employer have 
been commenced within six months of the occurrence of the accident. The 
second right given to the workman in that case is hedged in and guarded 
by the provision in favour of the employer that the costs of the action may 
be deducted from the compensation. It seems to me that that provision is 
a striking instance of the principle that, when you find one part of a case 
provided for, it is not right to assume that a perfectly general right is given 
im all other cases outside that particular instance. Apart from the authori- 
ties, with which I will deal presently, in my opinion the true view of the Act 
is that when a workman, who has failed in proceedings against his employer 
based on the employer’s common law liability, has brought his action within 
six months, in that case and in that case only is a remedy given to the work- 
man under the Workmen’s Compensation Act. But I think that this case is, 
I will not eay concluded by authority, but greatly assisted by authority. 
In Edwards v. Godfrey (1899, 2 Q. B. 333) the Court of Appeal held that 
the procedure prescribed by sub-section 4 must be strictly followed. In 
that case the action must have been commenced within the six months, 
and I would call attention to the result that would follow if the opposite 
view to that which I have taken of the meaning of the Act were adopted ; 
the workman, if he gave notice under the Act, could wait for any period 
within the Statute of Limitetions and proceed with a common law action 
which might fail, and then he could apply under the Workmen’s Com- 
Act without the risk of having the costs of his common 
jw action deducted from the compensation that he might recover. 
The matter came before the Irish courts in Beckley v. Scott (1902, 2 1. R. 
504), a case in which there was a remarkable difference of view both in the 
court below and in the Court of Appeal. The facts of that case are not 
identical with those of the — case, but they are so similar that I think 
I should refer to them. The plaintiff in that case had previously taken 
=e under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897, before the 
of Dublin, and the recorder had decided that the plaintiff was not 

* 





within the Workmen’s Compensation Actand had dismissed the application, 
The plaintiff did not ap from the recorder’s decision, but he subse- 
quently — an action in the superior courts for damages for naghemnee 
on the ~~ of his employers. It was held by the King’s Bench Division, 
Boyd, J., dissenting, that the proceedings in the recorder’s court were 
no bar to the action in the superior court. In the Court of Ap 
FitzGibbon and Walker, L.JJ., took the same: view, Holmes, L.J., 
dissenting. I have read those judgments and, with the greatest 
respect to the learned Lords Justices, I must say that the judgment of 
Holmes, L.J., commends itself to my mind rather than the judgments of 
the majority of the court. A similar case came before the King’s Bench 
Division in this country in Rouse v. Dizon (1904, 2 K. B. 628). In 
that case the workman claimed compensation from his employer under the 
Workmen’s Compensation Act, and filed a request for arbitration. The 
employer set up the defence that the building in which the accident 
happened did not exceed thirty feet in height, which was the fact. The 
wor! thereupon gave notice withdrawing his claim for com tion, 
and subsequently brought an action for under the Employers 
Liability Act, 1880, in respect of the same t. It was held that the 
claim made under the Workmen’s Compensation Act was not a bar to the 
subsequent action for damages under the Employers’ Liability Act. No 
doubt there are es in the judgments of the court in that case which 
are difficult to reconcile with the decision of the Court of Appeal in 
Edwards v. Godfrey (supra), and it is right tosay that the Lord Chief Justice 
and Wills, J., both expressed their concurrence with the majority of the 
Court of Appeal in Ireland in Beckley v. Scott (supra), but Kennedy, L.J., 
then Kennedy, J., expressed the opinion that it was not impossible to 
construe section 1, sub-section 2 (6), as meaning that the option may be 
exércised unless and until a claim has proceeded to a decision. Here we 
have a claim that has proceeded to a decision; we have the precise case 
contemplated by sub-section 4, and in my opinion we must hold that when 
the order of events is that which we have here, the only case in which a 
workman can obtain compensation against his employer under the Act is 
when he has brought his action within six months, and with the greatest 
respect to the learned county court judge, | think that this is not a case 
in which a workman can obtain compensation under the Act, and the 
appeal must be allowed. 
uckLEY, L.J., delivered judgment allowing the appeal on the above 

grounds, and also said: The point was taken that the workman in this 
case was an infant, and Stephens v, Dudbridge Ironworks Co. (Limited) (1904, 
2 K. B. 225) was cited as an authority for the proposition that the 
applicant by reason of infancy was not bound by having brought and 
prosecuted the action. ‘There is nothing in the point. In Stephens v. 
Dudbridge Ironworks Co. (Limited) the applicant being an infant had con- 
tracted or purported to contract by a contract which was not for his 
benefit, and the court did but apply the ordinary rules in such a case. In 
the present case the litigation duly commenced in the name of the infant 
by a next friend was prosecuted to judgment. In such case an infant is 
just as much bound by the proceedings as if he were adult. If authority 
be needed Neale v. Electric and Ordnance Accessories Co. (1906, 2 K. B. 558) 
is authority for the proposition. Iu my opinion the appellants are entitled 
to succeed, and the workman’s claim ought to be dismissed with costs. 

Kennepy, L.J., also delivered judgment allowing the appeal.—Counszt, 
C. BE. Jones ; G. F. Emery and Edward Hart. Soxicrrors, Morris ¢ Bristow, 
for William Morris, Birmingham ; F. Z. Green. 


{Reported by J. I. Srintiwe, Barrister-at Law.) 





. ° 3 
High Court—King’s Bench 
Division. 
JONES v. SHERVINGTON. Div. Court. 28th and 29th May; 2nd June 
Licensine Act, 1901—Cnitp-Messencer—“‘ Dravent” Beer Suprirep 
in Cusromer’s Own Borrie—Inroxicatina Liquors (Save To CuiLpReEN) 

Act, 1901 (1 Ep. 7, c. 27), ss. 2, 5. 

Section 2 of the Intoxicating Liquors (Sale to Children) Act, 1901, provides 
that ‘‘ every holder of a licence who knowingly selis or delivers . . . save at the 
residence or working-place of the purchaser, any description of intoxicating liquor 
to any person under the age of fourteen for consumption by any person on or off the 
premises, excepting such intoxicating liquors as are sold or delivered in corked and 
sealed vessels in quantities not less than one reputed pint for consumption off the 
premises only, shall be liable to a penalty.” 

Held, that the exception applied to any liquor which was sold in a corked and 
sealed vessel belonging to the purchaser, and that in this case the bottle which the 
child had brought to fetch a reputed pint of draught beer in, having been corked 
and sealed before being handed back by the barman to the child, no offence under 
the statute had been commitied by the licensee. 

Farndale v. Dillon (1907, 2 X. B. 513) dissented from and not followed. 

Semble, that the sending of a child for less than a reputed pint, although to be 
purchased in a corked and sealed vessel, would be an offence within the section. 

Special case stated by a police magistrate to have determined the 
question whether a publican committed an offence under section 2 ef 
i Ed. 7, c. 27, when he supplied a child-messenger under the age of 
fourteen with ‘‘draught’’ beer in a bottle. brought by the child to receive 
it, although before the bottle was handed back to the child, after being 
filled, it had been —— and sealed in accordance with the require- 
ments of section 5. e facts set out in the special case were that the girl 
on the day in question was sent by her mother to the appellant’s house, 
The Black Horse, 10, Bedfordbury, W.0., with an empty bottle for the 
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purpose of obtaining a pint of draught beer. The barman drew the beer 
from a beer-engine into a pint measure, and then poured it into the bottle 
brought by the girl, but before the beer was sold to her or the bottle handed 
to her the barman securely corked and sealed the bottle within the meaning 
of section 5 of the Act of 1901. The magistrate held, on the authority of 
Furndale v. Dillon (1907, 2 K. B. 513), thatthe appellant was ty of the 
offence charged, and fined her 5s. and 2s. costs. The question for the court 
was whether, upon the above facts, this decision was correct in point of law. 
It was argued in support of the conviction that the whole object of the 
Act was to prevent as far as possible children being sent to public-houses 
to fetch beer, and it was submitted that if sent a publican could only 
supply the child messenger with bottled beer, because draught beer did 
not come within the words ‘‘ excepting such intoxicating liquors as are 
sold or delivered in corked or ed vessels,”’ and they that the 
words ‘‘as are sold’’ meant such ‘liquors as are commonly sold,” and 
draught beer did not come within that description of liquors. On the 
other hand it was argued for the appellant that so long as an uor sold 
to the child-messenger was sold in a bottle securely cor and sealed, 
and in not a less quantity than one reputed pint, no offence was committed 
by the publican, and it made no difference whether the beer sold was 
bottled or draught beer which was drawn off and put into the bottle 
which the child-messenger brought for that purpose. r. adv. vult. 

Lord Atverstonzg, O©.J., in giving judgment said in his opinion this con- 
viction could not be supported. Section 2 created two criminal offences—one 
on the of the holder of the licence who knowingly sold or delivered or 
allowed any person to sell or deliver to a person under the age of fourteen any 
description of intoxicating liquor except such intoxicating liquors ‘‘ as are 
sold or delivered in corked aud sealed vessels’’ ; the other by a person who 
knowingly sends a child to a place where intoxicating liquors were sold or 
delivered for the purpose of <ehuinn any description of intoxicating liquor 
except as aforesaid. No question arose here a the second part of the 
section, though it had to be considered in connection with the arguments. 
There was no evidence — which the appellant could properly be con- 
victed. The statute did not prohibit children going upon licensed 

remises ; what it did prohibit was their being supplied with intoxicating 
este except in vessels corked and sealed. He not agree with the 
view expressed by Darling, J., in Farndale v. Dillon, but he thought that, 
having regard to the facts of that case, the opinion Darling, J., expressed 
was obiter, The words could not reasonably bear the meaning which had 
been applied to them by the learned judge. 


DaruinG, J., delivered the following judgment: I agree in effect with the 
Lord Chief Justice, although the language of the statute is to my mind so 
vague that more than one interpretation may reasonably be put upon it, as 
is sufficiently shown by my brother Lawrence’s agreement in the view I 
took in the case of Farndale v. Dillon. Having now given further considera- 
tion to the matter, I cannot remain of the opinion that the intention of 
the statute is so narrow as I supposed when I gave my judgment in that 
case. To rightly understand the Act of 1901 I think it is necessary to 
have regard to the Act of 1886. That statute, the Intoxicating Liquors 
(Sale to Children Act), 1886, dealt only with the case of selling to children 
on licensed premises liquor to be consumed by them; and it has for 
preamble these words: ‘‘ Whereas it is expedient to protect. young 
children against the immoral consequences resulting from their being 
permitted to purchase intoxicating liquor for their own consumption.” 
The statute of 1901, bearing the same title, prohibits selling or delivering to 
children, under the age of fourteen years, save at the residence or working- 
place of the purchaser, for. consumption by any m on or off the 
premises, any description of intoxicating liquor. That is the principal 
enacting part of section 2. After that comes the exception. If the words 
alone be regarded, it might be argued that the liberty allowed by section 
2 of the Act of 1901 to sell liquors in open vessels to children at the homes 
or workplaces of those for whom they purchase shews that Parliament 
rs intended to keep young persons away from the public-house, but 
would allow children of any age to purchase, even for their own con- 
sumption, intoxicating liquors, aoevidel they should do so at their residence 
or working-place. For the statute of 1901 repeals that of 1886, which 
forbade the sale of intoxicating liquor to children under thirteen years for 
consumption on the premises, and then it makes such provision as I have 
stated. To my mind, therefore, more than mere construing is required to 
arrive at the true intention of Parliament as expressed in this Act. Any 
difficult wri is best understood by those who in reading it make a 
judicious use of the imagination, and consider other works by the same 
author. Now, the Act of 1901 has no preamble; but I i e that its 
object, like its title, is the same as that of the Act of 1886. Remembering 
this, I approach the exception in section 2, the meaning of which, and any 
former dictum concerning it, has given occasion for this case. The 
ment that intoxicating liquors are not to be sold or delivered to children 
in less quantities than a reputed pint has in no way been explained ; but 
it rather supports the contention which I accepted in Farndale v. Dillon, 
that liquors ordinarily put up and sold in bottles holding at least a pint 
were intended, and I think the language of the exception lends colour to 
this construction. But, having regard to the provisions of the Act of 1886, 
the mischief it is designed to prevent, and its repeal by this Act of 1901, I 
arrive at the conclusion that the words “‘ such intoxicating liquors as are 
sold or delivered in corked and sealed bottles’’ apply to liquors poured into 
bottles brought by children to the licensed premises, which liquors, being 
then bottled, corked, and sealed, straightway become “ such as are sold or 
delivered” in corked or sealed vessels, I think, therefore, that I was 
mistaken when I adopted the view that the words meant such liquors 
as are sold in bottles provided by the vendor. Now, looking at 
both the statutes, I have come to the opinion that Parliament 
intended to allow children under fourteen to be gent to fetch intoxicating 
liquors, probably for their parents’ consumption, carefully placing 
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a physical difficulty in the of children who en route wonld help 
Seraelvas to oo Lorene Mioehee for other and older 4 
Surron, J.—The case of Frelding v. Morley Corporation (1899, 1 Ch. 1) 
decided that the title of an Act is an t part of the Act. The 
words of the title of this Act are clear, and do not indicate in any way that 
its object was to prevent children from being on licensed prem’ The 
question for decision must, therefore, depend on the construction 
section 2 of the Act. The words of the section in dispute are “‘ excepting 
such intoxicating liquors as are sold or delivered in corked and sealed vessels 
in quantities of not less than one reputed pint for consu 
— ws RR ow. words agtiver See Se , and 
ere is nothing context or e@ title suggesting any meaning 
is to be given to them other than their ordinary meaning. I am not 
therefore at liberty to introduce any word am 
**commonly ’’ before the word “ sold,” with respect to the 
words ‘‘ sold or delivered,”’ as 
delivered,’’ I think the former expression shews that the section is 
indifferent to the time when the property in the beer put into the bottles 
to the purchaser. On the facts, therefore, stated in the case, in my 
udgment, the appeal must be allowed. Appeal allowed with costs.— 
‘ounsEL, Avory, K.O., and Forrest Fulton ; Danckwerts, K.C., and Bodkin. 
Soricrrors, Mastland, Peckham, § Co. ; Wontner ¢ Sons. 


[Reported by Easxixz Raw, Barrister-at-Law.] 


REX v. CURTIS BENNETT AND BOND. Div. Court. 27th May. 


Discretion or Magistrate to Rervuse a Summons—Liset—Parosecuror 
Farts tro Appzar 1n Suprort or Cnxarce—Assence Dvuz ro Mustaxe— 
Manpamvus. 


If a magistrate refuses to grant @ summons, exercising 
extraneous to the charge, or dismisses the case without going into the facts, as, for 
instance, because the prosecutor failed to appear in support of the charge, 
under a mistaken idea that as only evidence was to be given his attendance 
was unnecessary, the court will direct a mandamus to issue. 


directing Hlonry Ourtis Bonnets, « Mateopoliton palice-const maghstetm 
ting Henry ett, a Metropolitan p -court 
and one Bond, to show cause why the a should not proceed 
to hear and determine the matter of an aj on by one John Colin 
Bennet for a summons against the said Bond for maliciously pablishing a 
defamatory libel of and concerning the said Bond to the editor of:Zruth. It 
appeared from the affidavit of the magistrate that an application was made 
to him on the 12th of March, 1908, at the Westminster 
Bennet (who was represented by a solicitor) to issue a warraut against 
for the alleged libel concerning the applicant. The written information did 
not disclose, in the opinion of the magistrate, sufficient ground, and sub- 
sequently the information was submitted to him with 
particulars. It was represented to him that Bond was then under remand 
at Bedford charged with a serious offence under section 44 of the Larceny 
Act, 1861, and that a warrant was to secure his attendance to 
answer the charge of libel. The warrant was ted on the 12th of March. 
Two days later Bond was di at ord and brought up on the 
warrant before the magistrate. No one appeared for the prosecu' and 
the police officer proposed only to give formal evidence to ask for a 
remand. Bond’s counsel (Sir Charles Mathews) objected and asked for 
his client’s discharge, and the magistrate, after sa’ himself that the 
prosecution had full knowl of the time of these proceed dis- 
charged Bond from custody. On the 19th of March Bennet by his 
stated that it was understood that only formal evidence was to be given 
and a remand asked for on the 14th, and the attendance of the prosecu’ion 
was unnecessary. The police officer in the case informed the 
that no such statemeat had been made by him to the prosecutor or his 
solicitor. In these. circumstances the magistrate refused to grant a 
summons. the rule it was submitted that the had 
iscretion, and that as Bennet had another under the 
Vexatious Indictments Act, 1859, the rule should be discharged, and Rex 
v. Bros (66 J. P. 54) and Rex v. Kennedy (86 L. T. 753) were cited. In 
support of the rule it was denied that there had been here a proper exercise 
of discretion. The tor had not appeared owing to a mistake, 

Lord Atverstong, O.J., said the case was one of difficulty, He thought 
paroles v. Evans (1890, 54 J. P. 471) shewed that a magistrate could not 
ente’ the question of the prosecutor's civil one As Lord Esher, 
M.R., said in that case, ‘‘ The case of Reg. v. Adams (1875, 1 Q B. D. 206) 
shews, at all events, under what circumstances the court is bound to say that 
a magistrate has exercised his ne ee: Cockburn, O.J., there 
lays it down that if the magistrates exercised 
extraneous or penetra illegal, it is the same as 
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lled by mandamus to goon. . . .” 
‘or libel such as the present, the case should be heard and 
person either committed for trial or discharged. If the magistrate con- 
sidered the question of yey) erager yoo ought not to 
He had not gone into the of case and had not exercised his 
discretion or come to the conclusion that he ought not to proceed with it, 
or that no jury would convict. It was said that the 
judge in chambers, but Coleridge, J., when it was 
there had better be a preliminary investigation before a and 
declined to deal with it on an ex parte application. He with that 
view. The rule must on these be made absolute. 


i 
Fi 


Daagutine and Surron, JJ., concurred. Rule made absolute.—Counsat, 
8. A. T. Rowlatt; Douglas Hogg; Bodkin, Souricrrons, The Treasury 
Solicitor ; B. Barnett ; Clinton § Co. - 

(Reported by Exsxixz Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.) 
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Obituary. 
Sir John Day. 


We regret to record the death of the Right Hon. Sir John Day, formerly 
a judge of the High Court of Justice, which occurred on the 13th inst. at 
his residence, Falkland Lodge, Newbury. He had been seriously ill for some 
time. The late judge was the eldest son of the late Captain John Day, ofjthe 
49th Regiment, and was born on the 20th of June, 1826. He was educated 
at Freiburg and at the Benedictine establishment of Downside College, 
Bath. iIn 1845 he took his degree at the University of London, and in the 
following year married Henrietta, daughter of Mr. J. H. Brown, and was 
left a widower in 1893. He was called to the bar at the Middle Temple 
in January, 1849, and established a reputation by contributions to legal 
literature. He edited Roscoe’s Nisi Prius, and also a treatise, well known 
in its time, on the Common Law Procedure Acts. He joined the Home 
Circuit, as it was called in those days, and acquired a considerable junior 
practice ; but he did not take silk until 1872, under which year his name 
appeared in the list with those of Benjamin, who held a patent of prece- 
dence, Lord Herschell, and the late Lord Chief Justice. He was made a 
bencher of his inn in the following year, and became treasurer in 
1890. In June, 1882, on the promotion of Bowen, J., to the Court 
of Appeal, he was made a judge of the Queen’s Bench Division. 
On two notable occasions the late judge was called upon to disharge public 
duties outside ordinary judicial functions. In the autumn of 1886 a Royal 
Commission was appointed, of which he was chairman, to inquire into 
the riots which almost annually occurred in Belfast, and he was one of the 
three members of the Parnell Commission over which the late Lord 
Hannen presided, and on which he is understood to have distinguished 
himeelf by his uniform silence. He resigned towards the end of 1901, and 
on his retirement was sworn a member of the Privy Council, but never, it 
is believed, sat on the Judicial Committee. He married some years ago 
his second wife, a daughter of Mr. Edmund Westby, of Portland-place. 
He wasa good judge and collector of pictures, chiefly of the Barbizon 
School, which he sometimes lent to public exhibitions. The late judge 
has left six sons and three daughters. One son, Mr. 8. H. Day, isa Master 
of the Supreme Court. 








Legal News. 
Changes in Partnerships. 
Dissolutions. 


Frepertck Harotp Epwarps, Atnert Mayer Conn, and Epoar 
Bensamin Uoun, solicitors (Harold Edwards & Cohn), 76, Cheapside, 
London. May 1. 


Epwarp Perctva. Warriry Hvexes and James Bycorrt, solicitors 
(Whitley Hughes & Bygott), Horley, Surrey, and Crawley, Sussex. May 25. 
The said Edward Percival Whitley Hughes will continue to carry on the 
said business under the style or firm of E. P. Whitley Hughes. 

{ Gazette, June 12. 


Guy Hazurrice and Kenneth Wuerstone, solicitors (Hazlerigg & 
Whetstone), Southwold. May 6. [ Gazette, June 16. 





General. 


The King has approved the appointment of Mr. Henry W. T. Bowyear 
to be secretary to the Charity Commission, in succession to Mr. R. 
Durnford, who will be retiring from that post next month, 


The Vice-Chancellor of the University of Cambridge gives notice that he 
has received from Professor Westlake an intimation of his intention to 
resign the Whewell Professorship of International Law on the 18th of June. 


A public meeting was held at the Liverpool Town Hall on Tuesday for 
the purpose of considering the advisability of establishing by public sub- 
scription a permanent memorial in recognition of the personal worth and 
public services of the late Mr. Augustus F, Warr, who was a prominent 
citizen and for several years Member of Parliament for the East Toxteth 
Division of Liverpool. The Lord Mayor (Dr. Caton) presided over a large 
and representative attendance. The Bishop of Liverpool eulogized the 
public work and goodness of heart of Mr, Warr, and proposed a resolution 
that a public subscription be established to provide a permanent memorial 
of him, . Sir William Forwood seconded, and suggested that the memorial 
might take the form of a chair of legal studies at the Liverpool University. 
Sir Alfred Jones supported the resolution, which was approved. ‘An in- 
fluential committee was appointed to carry out the object in view, and it 
was announced that £1,500 had already been subscribed to the memorial 


The Board of Agriculture and Fisheries have issued the annual report of 
under the Tithe Acts, Copyhold Acts,. Inclosure Acts, Land 

Drainage Act, Agricultural Holdings Acts, Improvement of Land Acts, 
Universities and College Estates Acts, Glebe Lands Acts, and certain 
other Acts for the year 1907. It appears from the review of the proceed- 
4 which Mr. Rew gives in the form of his introductory letter, that. in 
1836, when the Tithe Commissioners were appointed, the total amount of 
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tithe rent-charge on the land of England and Wales was, by the original 
commutation, £4,054,405, but this bas been subject to steady reduction 
since that date as the result of facilities provided for merging and extin- 
guishing the tithé by deed or declaration. The net result of these various 
transactions has been to reduce the total amount of apportioned tithe 
rent-charge at the present time to £3,717,109. The actual value, how- 
ever, fluctuates, and is determined from year to year by the septennial 
averages of the price of grain, and it now little exceeds two-thirds 
of the apportioned amount, or a sum of £2,584,370. The Inclosure 
and Commons Acts have attracted bb gen deal of attention in recent years. 
The area of the commons regulated under the Acts of 1876 and 1899 
amounts to about 34,300 acres, in addition to 4,087 acres dealt with under 
the Metropolitan Commons Acts. During 1907, for the fourth year in 
succession, no case of inclosure under the Act of 1845 was carried out, nor 
were the provisions of the Act of 1876 for the regulation of commons pnt 
in force in a single instance, so that it would appear that the local trouble 
arising from the intricacies of common rights is abating. Under the 
Inclosure Acts, 21 orders of exchange of lands were confirmed by the 
board last year, affecting 1,362 acres valued at £53,055, as compared with 
27 orders in 1906, affecting 254 acres valued at £25,919. nder the 
Universities and College Estates Acts, 123 applications were received by the 
board during the year for their consent to sales, purchases, and exchanges 
of college property, to improvement loans, and to other transactions, and 
consent was actually given to 119 transactions, representing an aggregate 
value of £371,014. It is shewn that the total expended and charged upon 
land improved under the Improvement of Land Acts since 1846 amounts 
to £18,093,802, nearly half of which was in drainage, and more than a 
fourth in farm buildings. In 1907 the number of applications received 
under these Acts was 211, of which 199 came through the companies and 
only 12 direct. The total amount charged on estates was £87,844, of 
which £3,561 represented charges under the Limited Owners’ Residences 
Act. The records under the Agricultural Holdings Act shew that during 
the year appointments of arbitrators or umpires were made in 40 cases, of 
which 27 were in England and 13 in Scotland. Extensions of time for 
making awards were granted in 106 cases, and one charge in respect to 
compensation amounting to £150 was created by the Board. 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rora or Reaisraars 1x ATTENDANCE OX 





Date. Emescznoy Aprzat Courr Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Rora. No. 2. Joros. Swivrzy Eapy. 
Monday .........dune 22 Mr. Tindal King Mr. Leach . Theed Mr, Borrer 
Tuesday 23 Bloxam Farmer Tindal King Greswell 
24 Borrer Bloxam Beal 
-. 26 Farmer h Goldschmidt 
+. 26 Goldschmidt Beal Farmer Church 
« 27 Church Goldschmidt §Borrer Synge 
Mr. Justice Mr, Justice Mr, Justice Mr. Justice 
Waramerox. NeEvitis. Paaxken. Evs, 
Mr, GoldschmidtMr. Bloxam 8 Mr. Mr, Beal : 
23 Church Leach Goldschmidt 
8 Farmer Tindal King Church 
Borrer Bloxzam Synge 
i Greswell Leach Tneed 
Bloxam Beal Farmer Tindal King 





TRINITY SITTINGS, 1908. 


COURT OF APPEAL. Thursday ...25...Mots and gen pa 
Appgat Cover I. 26 eo (King’s Birth- 


The Business to be taken in this Court 
will, from time to time, be announced in 
Daily Cause List, 


Liverpool and Manchester 
Saturday ...27 | Hininbes 





| 
| Monday ......29...Sitting in chambers 
| useday 20 Gh son, Dee, fer aR 
gen pa 
Aprgat Court I. | wea. July 1 
. Thursda 7 | General paper 
The Business to be taken in this Court y..2 
will, from time to time, be announced in = Friday ...... 8 .. Mots and gen pa 
aaa — Saturday ... 4 ..General paper 
| Monday...... 6...Sitting in chambers 
HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. . 7 {Sht caus, pets, fur om, 
CHANCERY DIVISION. } Pueeday ... {and gen pa 
Lorp C#anceiior’s Cover. b Kona ail e } G | paper 
Mr. Jvstice JOYCE. | Friday ...... 10...Mots and gen pa 
\ Mots, sht caus, pets, fur | Manchester and Liverpoo 
Tues., Jane 16) 0 teape Baturday ...11 | Sanches 
Wednesday 17 Monday......13...8itting in chambers 
Thursday 7 15} General paper 


Friday ......19 . Motsand gen pa Tuesday ... 
Saturday ...20...General Wednesday 15 
‘ —~ Thureday -..16 | *enersl paper 





Monday......22 . Sitting in chambers 

Sht oe bait Gin 'ondt Friday ......17...Mots and gen pa 
Tuesday 88 {a oon te ” | Saturday ...18...General paper 
| Wednesday 24...General paper = = | Monday...... 


a ee 












‘deeevpreces SoS PEP POSS EP Sease ® vues wees... 










nal 
ion 
in- 
ous 


w- 
nial 
rds 


ars. 
899 
\der 
r in 
nor 
put 
able 

the 


with 
the 
r the 
nges 
ea 
gate 
upon 
yunts 


eived 
sand 
4, of 
ences 
uring 
es, of 
e for 
ct to 


’s Birth- 
anchester 


ers 
fur con, 


ers 


| Liverpoo 


far eB, 














— we os 


June 20, 1908. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. (Vol. 52.) 585 





Tuesday ...21 {St caus, pets, fur con, 


gen pa 
Wednesday 22 
Thursday ”..23 ; General paper 


Friday ......24,.,.Mots and gen pa 


Liverpool and Manchester 
Saturday ...25 | paver 

Monday......27 Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ...28 Sht caus, pets, fur con, 


and gen pa 
‘Wednesday 29.,.Mots and gen pa 


Thursday ...30 § 
Friday ......31 ¢ mera! paper 


Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in the cause 
book at least one clear day before the 
game can be put in the paper to be so 
heard. Two copies of minutes of the 
papent judgment or order must be left 


court with the judge’s clerk one clear | 


day before the cause is to be put in 
the paper. In default the cause will not 
be put in the paper. 


N,.B.—The following papers on further con- 
sideration afe required for the use of the 
judge, viz.:—Two copies of minutes of 
the ee or order, 1 copy 
pleadings, 1 copy master's certificate, 
which must be left in court with the 
— clerk one clear day before the 

rther consideration is ready to come 
into the paper. 


Cuanozgry Court I. 
Mr. Justice SWINFEN EADY. 


Tues,, June 16...Mots and non-wit list 


. Companies Acts and non- 
Wednesday 17 { oh tt 


Thursday ...18_.Non-wit list 
Friday ...... 19 .. Mots and non-wit list 

Sht caus, pets, and non-wit 
Saturday ...20 { 


Tuesday -- 20 { Companies Act and non- 
Wednesday 24...Non-wit list 

Thursday ...25...Mots and non-wit list 

26 es (Ging’s Birth- 
Saturday .. 27 f : “ caus, pets, and non-wit 
Monday......29...Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday .. 30 { Companies Acts and non- 
Tharsaspl 3 | Nou-wit list 

Friday ..... 8 . Mots and non-wit list 
Beturday ... 4 {ine caus, pets; and non-wit 


Monday...... 6...Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday  .., ioe Acts and non- 
meer . 1 Non-wit list 

Friday ......10,,.Mote and non-wit list 
Saturday ...11 { wy caus, pets, and non-wit 


Monday....,.13 “Sitting in ow yee 
Companies’' Acts non- 

14} wit lat 

"= | Non-wit list 

picuby 17...Mots and non-wit list 

Saturday ...18 { = caus, pets, and non-wit 

Monday......20...8itting in chambers 

Seah ..Sienee 


Wednesday 22 ae 
Thursday Y Non-wit list 


Friday .,....24...Mots and pon-wit list 
Saturday .,.25 { = caus, pets, ‘and non-wit 


Wednesday 29...Mots and non-wit list 


Thursday .. ee 
Friday y ~ Of | Noti-wit list 


Any cause intended to be heard as a 


Hy 


mat least ono clear before the 
same can put im-the paper to be so 
heard, The » includ- 
fog two copies of minutes of the pro- 
posed judgment or orter, must be left 
™ court with the judge’s clerk not leas 
than one clear day before the cause is to 
be ayherd a In default the cause 
not be put in the paper. 


N.B.—The following : —- 
use 
Sie ei mye ae 


or 1 
‘and: 1 master’s 
be hots in court 





Cuaanogry Covar II. 
Mr. Justice WARRINGTON. 


daily throughout the Sittings. 


Cuanceny Covert ITI. 

Mr. Justice NEVILLE. 
Except when. other is advertised 
in the Cause List Mr. Justice 


en. 
Dail 
Nervi will take Actions with Wit- 


Kixa’s Bewon Covert. 
Mr. Justice EVE. 


Cuanorny Cover IV. 
Mr. Justice PARKER. 
Tues., June 16...Mots and non-wit list 


Wednesday 17 aaa 
Thursday v8 Non-wit list 


seve 9... Mots and non-wit list 
non-wit 


Pr) 
Weanenday 24 | Nom-wit list 
Thursday ...25 . Mots and non-wit list 
Birthday © (No 
Saturday ’...27 {St ee Pets, and non- 
Monday .....29...8itting in chambers 
Tuesday ...30 . 
Wei., July 1 | won-wit ist 
Thursday ... 2 
Friday ...... 3. Mots and non-wit list _ 
Saturday ... 4 Sht caus, pets, and non-wit 
Monday...... 6...8itting in chambers 
Tuesday ... 7 
Wednesday 8 Non-wit list 
Thursday ... 9 


Friday ow IP, Miata ond naar, Bes 
Saturday. ...11 | fing “0% Pets, and non-wit 


Monday .....13...8itting in chambers 
Tuesday ...14 

Wednesday is| Non-wit list 
Thursday ...16 


vos 24 , Mots and non-wit list 
= caus, pets, and non-wit 


Monday .... 27... Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday .. 28), 

Wednesday 29 } Non-wit list 
Thursday .. 30.,.Mots and non-wit list 
Friday ...,, 31,..Non-wit list 





Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in the cause 
beok at least one clear day before the 
Se a eet Bo eeuen te bene 
two copies of the minctes of the poet 
poned | 6 or enter: tends bo tae 
with the ’s lerk one clear day 
before the cause is to be put into the 
paper. nc SRO 8 ; 
N.B.—The following papers on further con- 
judge, viz.; —T'wo minutes of the 
Dnge, and “esters cert, ., 
wi must be in court with the 

*s clerk one clear day before the 

consideration is ready to come 
into the paper. 


‘ 
4 


i 


, . 
Jzty,3. | Bray; J.. pity y Surtox, J. 





High Court of Justice.—King’s Bench Division. 
Tamnry Srrrmes, 1908, 
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N.B.—The above arrangements are subject to the requiréments’ of the 
Court of Oriminal Appeal. 


* Indicates « Judge of the Court of Criminal Appea , 
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COURT OF APPEAL. 
TRINITY SITTINGS, 1908. 
The Appeals or other Business proposed to be taken will, from time to 
time, be announced in the Daily Cause List. 
FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION. 
(General List.) 
Judgment Reserved. 

The Earl of Chesterfield and anr v Harris and anr appl of pltffs from 
judgt of Mr Justice Neville (c a v May 28) (Heard before the Master of 
the Rolls, Buckley and Kennedy, L.JJ.) 

FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION, THE PROBATE, DIVORCE 
AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION (PROBATE AND DIVORCE), AND 

‘ THE COUNTY PALATINE AND STANNARIES COURTS. 


we _List.) 


: 907. 

Rees v Owen appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Warrington, dated 
Feb 9, 1907 March 5 

Tn re Pulton, dec Lake and ors v Warren and anr appl of pltffs from 
order of Mr Justice Warrington, dated June 7, 1907 (8 o for appoint- 
ment of personal representative) Oct 21 

1908. 

Johnson (married woman) v Clarke & Titchmarsh appl of defts from 

i t , St Justice Parker, dated Nov 28, 1907, and order dated Jan 27, 
e 

Seward and anr v Met Electric Tramways ld and cross-notice by deft, 
dated Feb 8, 1908 appl of pltffs from order of Mr Justice Warrington 
dated Oct 25, 1907, and cross-notice by deft Feb 8 

The British United Shoe Machinery Co ld v Fussell & Sons ld appl of 
in from order of Mr Justice Swinfen Eady, dated Feb 20,1908 Feb 


In re Davidson, dec Mintyv Bourne appl of deft, F Bourne, from order 
of Mr Justice Swinfen Eady, dated Nov 27, 1907 March 2 
Iu re Clifford,dec Hart and ors v Reeve and ors applof defts from order 
of Mr Justice Neville, dated Nov 16, 1907 (s o not before July 16) 
March 6 
In re Susanne Hardwick, dec Boswell v Hardwick and anr appl of deft, 
FE 8 Boswell, from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Nov 29, 1907 
March 6 
In re Eaton Oolvin v Eaton appl of deft from order of Mr Justice 
. be tee Sg Jan 27, 1908 March 9 
ichm v The Crown Fire Lighter Co appl ofidefts from order of M 
« Justice — dated aed 25, 1907 Maren 14 : ; 
ttorney-Gen v Birmingham, &c Drainage Board appl of defts from jud 
Poe — pat — Nov 21, 1907 March 14 ~_ 
e io Co, ld v Greenwell appl of pltffs from order of Mr Justi 
Me. —_ _— 1907 March 20 ™ 
re oseph, dec Pain v Joseph and ors appl of pitff and ors f 
order of Mr Justice Eve, dated Jan 30, 1908 March a meen 
In re Winn, dec Gunn and anr v Winn and ors appl of deft Strawson 
oo order of Mr ; — - oyce, dated Nov 13, 1907 March 26 
ann v Mann appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Warrington, da’ 
March 14, 1908" March 28 = 
London Sudan Development Syndicate 1d v The Ritz Hotels (Egypt) ld 
sori ry pltffs from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated March 14, 1908 
Tu re The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1900 and In the Matter of The Camina 
Nitrate Oo id (in liquidation) appl of E Ossio from order of Mr Justice 
Neville, dated March 31, 1908 part heard (advanced by order, 1st 
i eo pre day) April 7 
h re ter, dec Lister and ors v Lister and ors appl of pltffs fro 
order of Mr Justice Neville, dated March 28, 1908 Apri 8 eae 
White v Summers appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Parker, dated 
April 6, 1908 April 10 
Peak Hill Goldfields v Simpson and ors appl of defts from order df Mr 
yee nan, dated March 10, 1908 (security ordered May 9) 
pril 15 
Gillette Safety Razor Cov A W Gamage ld appl of pitffs f d f 
Mr Justice Warrington, dated Marek 10, 1908 April 24. ot oe 
bar mm, ious ion and oa sses of the herp! Borough of Tynemouth v 
@ e Improvemen mmrs appl of defts from order of Mr Justi 
Warrington, dated March 4, 1908 April 27 ee 
In re Kelsey dec Woolley v Kelsey Kelsey v Kelsey appl of deft from 
= A atin ustice Swinfen Eady, dated Aug 2, 1905 (restored May 4, 
ay 
Mansell v The Valley Printing Co appl of defts from order of Mr Justice 
Swinfen Eady, dated Feb 6, 1908 — order) May ll 
Diamandis v Joannon appl of plitif from order of Mr Justice Swinfen 
Eady, dated Feb 12,1908 May 12 
In re George Jones dec Jones and anr v Joteham appl of pltffs from 
order of Mr Justice Neville, dated April 9, 1908 May 15 
Price’s Patent Candle Oo ld v The London Vounty Council 
pga of Mr Justice Neville, dated May 4, 1908 (p 
y 
P wulton v Adjustable Cover and Boiler Block Co and H S-Marsh appl of 
defts from order of Mr Justice Parker, dated May 8, 1908 (oes uce 


a of defts 
uce order) 


reise 
The t - rn Ry Co v The National Telephone Co 1d appl of defts 
from order of Mr Justice Warrington, dated April 8, 1908 - 25 . 


Iu the Matter of the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1900, and In the Matter of 
the National Motor Mall Coach Co ld appl of C WF Olinton from 


May Ay Mr Justice Swinfen Eady, dated May 12, 1908 (produce order) 








Craven v Craven appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Joyce, dated 
May 13, 1908 (produce order) May 29 

Petition of Right City of Dublin Steam Packet Cov The King appl of 
the suppliants from judgt of Mr Justice Eve, dated May 26, 1903 
(advanced by order for June 16) May 29 

Venning v Bayldon appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Warrington, 
dated May 21, 1908 (produce order) May 30 

The International Finance and Development Corpn ld v Hallamore & 
Trocard appl of defts from order of Mr Justice Warrington, dated 
May 22, 1908 (produce order) June 4 

The Great Western Ry Co v The Midland Ry Co appl of pltffs from 
— of Mr Justice Warrington, dated May 26, 1908 (produce order) 

une 5 


FROM THE CHANCERY AND PROBATE AND DIVORCE 
DIVISION. 
(Interlocutory List.) 
1908. 


In re Bower’s Settlement Hargreaves v Bower and ors appl of pltff 
from order of Mr Justice Warri m, dated April 28,1908 May 11 

In re W J Clarke, dec Brown v Clarke appl of the trustees from order 
of Mr Justice Swinfen Eady, dated May 14, 1908 May 26 

Sir W F Miller v L A Manning and anr and In re The Trusteeship of 
Infants Acts appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated March 
28,1908 May 28 

FROM THE PROBATE AND DIVOROE DIVISION. 
nes > aad 


Tn the Estate of Harris Norman, dec Kutner v President and Governors 
of Addenbroke’s Hospital app! of pltff from order of the President, dated 
Jan 30,1908 Feb 8 

Divorce Harriman, Lily Isabel (Petner) v Harriman, William Vines 
(Respt) appl of petner, in form& pauperis by order, from judgt of Mr 
Justice Bucknill, dated April 29, 1908 April 30 

FROM THE COUNTY PALATINE OOURT OF LANCASTER. 
(Final List.) 


1908. 

Nelson v Dobbie appl of pltff from judgt of The Vice-Chancellor of the 
County Palatine of Lancaster, dated March 13,1908 April 24 

Brewerton v Challenor appl of deft from judgt of The Chancellor of the 
County Palatine of Lancaster, dated March 16, 1908 April 29 

In the Matter of the Trusts of the Share of Philip Behrens, dec, and [a 
the Matter of the Trustee Act, 1893, and In the Matter of the Chanerry 
of Lancaster Acts, 1850 to 1890 appl of W G Wilde (petner) from judgt 
of the Vice-Chancellor of the County Palatine of Lancaster, dated 
March 30, 1908 May 22 

FROM THE KING'S BENCH DIVISION. 
(In Bankruptcy.) 

In re A Judgment Debtor (ex pte The Judgment Debtor), No 627 of 1908 
(Bankruptcy Notice) from an order of Mr Registrar Linklater, dated 
19th March, 1908, dismissing with costs the debtor's application to set 
aside a Bankruptcy Notice ws 

In re A Debtor (ex pte The Debtor), No 478 of 1908 from a Receiving 
Order made herein on the 14th of May, 1908, by Mr Registrar Link- 


later 

In re J A Comar (ex pte B CO M Ronald), No 313 of 1905 from an order of 
Mr Registrar Giffard, dated 11th May, 1908, dismissing with costs an 
application to reverse or vary the Trustee’s rejection of a Proof of Debt 


herein 
FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(Final List.) 
1907 


Rea v London Transport Co ld appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice 
Channell, dated Jan 24, 1907, without a jury, Middlesex (so to further 
order) March 28 

Attorney-Gen on the relation of the Staines U D C v Ashby appl of deft 
from judgt of Mr Justice Joyce, dated May 3, 1907, without a jury, 
Middlesex 7 heard Feb 6, before Vaughan Williams, Farwell and 
Kennedy, L.JJ (so for court to be constituted the same) August 2 

Woollen vGavin appl of: pitffifrom judgt of Mr Justice Lawrance, dated 
July 27, 1907, without a jury, Middlesex (to be tried before Bigham, J; 
day to be fixed) August 2 

Attorney-Gen (Informant) v Duke of Richmond, Gordon and Lennox 
(Revenue Side) appl of informant from judgt of Mr Justice Bray, dated 
July 30, 1907 (so for cee ds . August 16 


In the Matter of An Arbitration between B Lucas and the Chesterfield 
Gas and Water Roard appl of the Chesterfield Gas and Water Board 
from judgt of Mr Justice Bray, dated Dec 20, 1907 (s o not before June 
27) Janl 

Kyat (Applt) v The Watch Committee of the City of Liverpool (Respts 
appl of applt from judgt of Justices Channell, Bray and Sutton, da 
Dec 12, 1 p0-maee miter eppeit Se Hones of Lents Jan 4 

Vale Estate ld vy Sennett appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Lawrance, 
dated March 21,1908 March 27 

Leonis Steam Ship Co ld v Joseph Rank ld appl <a from judgt of 
Mr Justice Bigham, without a jury, Middlesex, dated Jan 31, 1908 part 
heard (s o pending decision in House of Lords) March 28 

Sear v Botterill and anr app! of pltff from judgmt of Mr Justice Lawrance 
and a special jury, Middlesex, dated April 2, 1908 April 10 

Sewell & fen v Wingfield & Blew appl of defts from judgt of Mr 
Justice Grantham, without a jury, Middlesex, dated Jan 18, 1908 
April 27 
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Woollen v Gavin appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Bigham, without 
a jury, Middlesex, dated April 11, 1908 April 27 

Smith & Co ld v Hutchison appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice 
Grantham, Middlesex, dated April 11, 1908 (security ordered May 27) 
May 7 

Morley v Baumgart appl of pltff from judgt of Justices Ridley and Darling, 
dated April 10, 1908 May 8 

Travellers’ Club (Paris) 1d v Miles appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr. 
Justice Grantham, jury discharged, Middlesex, dated May 7, 1908 


May 8 

North Staffordshire Colliery Owners Association’ v North Staffordshire Ry 
Co and ors (Railway and Canal Commission) appl of applicants from 
judgt of Mr Justice A T Lawrence, The Hon A E Gathorne Hardy and 
Sir James Woodhouse, dated Feb 12,1908 May 11 

Blyth v Hulton & Cold appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Pickford 
and a special jury, Manchester, dated April 22,1908 May 9 

James Brook & Bros ld v Meltham Urban District Council appl of defts 
from judgt of Justices Channell and Sutton, dated April 29, 1908 May 
12 


Yerbury v Wortley and anr appl of defts from judgt of A T Lawrence, 
without a jury, Middlesex, dated May 13, 1908 March 19 

Wortley & Sons v Yerbury appl of pitffs from judgt of A T Lawrence, 
without a jury, Middlesex, dated May 13, 1908 May 15 

Morrison, Poilexfen & Blair 1d v Walton appl of deft from judgt of Mr 
Justice Walton, without a jury, Middlesex, dated April 15, 1908 
May 15 

In the Matter of An Arbitration between the North Western Rubber Co 
ld and Hiittenbach & Co appl of Hiittenbach & Co from judgt of 
Justices Phillimore and Walton, dated May 5, 1908 May 16 

Baker v Snell appl of deft from judgt of Justices Channell and Sutton, 
dated May 5,1908 May 18 

Conway v Wade appl of deft from judgt of Justices Channell and Sutton, 
dated May 7,1908 May 18 

Wilson v Salt Royal Cold appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice A T 
Lawrence, without a jury, London, dated May 5, 1908 May 19 

Robertson v Summers <3 of deft from judgt of Mr Justice A T 
Lawrence, without a jury, Middlesex, dated May 6, 1908 May 19 

Pollak Bros v R Kahle & Co appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice 
Lawrance, with a special jury, iddlesex, dated May 13,1908 May 19 

Fulton ld v Hanrahan app! of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, 
without a jury, Middlesex, dated May 7, 1908 May 21 

Chandler v Mawer & a ld appl of defts from judgt of Justices 
Channell and Sutton, dated May 15,1908 May 21 

Williams ld v Moore and ors a pl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice 
Phillimore, without a jury, Middlesex, dated Feb 25,1908 May 22 

Karno v Pathe Freres appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Jelf, dated 
April 29,1908 May 23 

Johns v Longley applof defts from judgt of Justices Channell and Sutton, 
dated May 14,1908 May 25 

Joel v Law Union and Crown Insurance Co —s pltff from jodet of 
— a Justice and a special jury, Middlesex, dated May 18, 

ay 

Dematteo v Vidal eppl of deft from judge of Mr Justice Phillimore 
without a jury, Middlesex, dated Feb 19,1908 May 26 

Kidston v Pitt-Rivers' appl of pltff from judgt of Justices Darling and 
Phillimore, dated May 19,1908 May 27 

Rawlings v Rawlings appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Bray, 
without a jury, Glamorgan, dated May 2, 1908 May 29 

© G. Dunn & Co ld v Elder, Dempster & Co appl of pltffs from judgt of 
; + aan Walton, without a jury, Middlesex, dated May 25, 1908 

une 

Rushbrook v Grimsby Palace Theatre and Buffet 1d appl of defts from 
judgt of Justices Darling and Phillimore, dated May 14, 1908 June 2 

In the Matter of the Arbitration Act, 1889, and in the Matter of an 
Arbitration between Charles A Brentnall and James Byrne appl of 
James Byrne from judgment of Justices Channell and Sutton, 
May 13,1908 June 3 

London Geueral Omnibus Oo v Finsbury Distillery Co appl of defts from 
judgt of Mr Justice Sutton, without a jury, Middlesex, dated May 20, 
1908 June 3 

Burdin & Co v The Fruit Juice Co ld _ appl of defts from judgt of Mr 
—s Grantham, without a jury, Middlesex, dated May 27, 1908 

une 

Anstey v British Natural Premium Life Assoc 14 appl of defts from j 
¢ ow Justice Bray, without a jury, Middlesex, dated May 2, 1 
vune 


FROM THE PROBATE, DIVORCE AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION 

(ADMIRALTY). 

With Nautical Assessors. 
Final List.) 
1908. 

The Vondel—1908—Folio 87—The Owners, Master and Crew of the 
Schooner Pool Fisher v The Owners of the Steamship Vondel (damage) 
spp 5. defts from judgt of Mr Justice Bucknill, dated May 22, 1908 


y 
Without Nautical Assessors. 
The G ren—1908—Folio 27—The Owners of the Steamship 
v The ers of Cargo of Steaniship Gangeren appl of defts from jadgt 


of the Divisional Court, dated May 6, 1908 May 18 


FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
ee 


Stones v Steiner & Cold apply of pltéf for judgt or new trial on appl from 





verdict and judgt, dated April 3, 1908, at trial before Mr Justice 
and a jury, Salford mg ees 
Sutcliffe v E Taylor & Oo ld and 
oy Ge 0s at Sees ys , at trial 
before Mr Jus Coleridge and a common jury, Division of 
Lancaster May 15 tn of pitit for j ee ~ 
Spooner v Godfrey of pi udgt or new on 
 cesliat and judpt, deted May 5, 1908, at trial before Mr Seale Geer 
— , Middlesex May 18 ; 
Wyler and ors v Lewis and ors appln of defts other than Sir R Edgecombe 
‘or judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated May 2, 1908, 
at trial before Mr Justice Phillimore and a special jury, 
May 19 £F 
Thom v Challis, Moors me ors appln of W Smith for judgt or new 


dated May 13, 1908, at trial 
Mr Justice Pe aid “onpia of glut hor jedet os 


Hl 


May 22 “—— 


Gibbons v Hancock and ors appln of 
Council for jndgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated 
May 12, 1908, at trial before Mr Jus' Pickford and a special jury, 
Salford Division of Lancaster May 25 

Same v Same appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and judgt, dated May 12, 1908, at trial before Mr Justice Pickford and 
a jury, Salford Division of Lancaster i 25 

eee ye ee ee ote Me ete ted 

on appl from verdict and judgt, ay 20, 1908, at before 
Mr Justice Jelf and a common jury, Middlesex May 27 

Coldrick v Partridge, Jones & Co ld of plitff for judgt or new trial 
on appl from verdict and judgt, May 22, 1908, at trial before Mr 
Justice Bray and a special jury, Glamorgan June 2 

FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(Interlocutory List.) 
1908. 

In the Matter of an Arbitration between Messrs Enoch & Sons, Pro- 
prietors of St. James’ Hall aud Vert Sinkins Concert Direction 1d and In 
the Matter of the Arbitration Act, 1889 appl of Enoch & Sons from 
order of Mr Justice Coleridge, dated March 28, 1908 April 8 (so 
liberty to apply) 

The King v The Commissioners for 8 Purposes of the Income Tax 
appl of Commissioners for Special yet the Income Tax from order 
of Justices Ridley and Darling, dated 30, 1908 April 9 

Herz v Panhans and anr eppl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Ridley, 
dated May 11, 1908 May 14 

Pouchon v Michel’s Composite Slee ld appl of defts from order of 
Mr Justice Ridley, dated May 6, 1908 (so 7 days notice to restore) 
May 23 

Dobell and anr v Hereford and Bre ld ogg of, Oe. 
order of Mr Justice Ridley, dated May 20, 1 

British Tea Table Co (1897) ld v Gardner appl of pltfifs from order of Mr 
Justice Ridley, dated May 25, 1908 (s o to rorder) May 29 

Woodham Smith v Edwards appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Ridley, 
dated May 18, 1908 June Same v Same Ji Oreditor v Judgt 
Debtor Haslam & Co Garnishees appl of judgt debtor from order of 
Mr Justice Ridley, dated May 26,1908 Junel 

Wales and anr v W: and anr io st ey See ee of Mr Justice 
Ridley, dated June 3, 1908 June 

Emanuel and ors v Symons appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Ridley, 
dated June 1, 1908 June 4 

Kent (applt) v Fittall (respt) appl of applt from order of The Lord Chief 
Justice and Justices Darling and Sutton, dated May 25,1908 June 4 

Cole and ors v Hod a vee from order of Mr Justice Ridley, 
dated June 1, 1 June ; 

Rigg v Wemyss appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Bigham, dated 

une 4, 1908 June 5 
In re The Workmen’s Compensation Acts, 1897 and 1906. 
(From County Courts.) 
1908, 

Leake v Stones appl of licant, in form& pauperis, from award of 
County Court (Y ire, Thorne)” dated March 26, 1908 April 15 

Mann v The Owners of the Steamsbip Hartington appl of respte from 
a of County Court (Durham, West Hartlepool), dated April 10, 1908 
April 30 

Pane Tie meh heat fon cael <8 OEY. SE (Norfolk, 
Swaffham), dated — 14, 1 May 4 

Bailey v ae of respt from award of County Oourt (Glamorgan- 
shire, * May 5, 1908 May 26 

Dewhurst v her and anr oa award of County Court 
(Lancashire, Preston), dated 12, 1 June 1 

Wellcome v Hollands appl of ayes from award of County Gourt 

, (Sussex, Chichester), dated May 13, 1908 June 2 

Page v Burtwell es t from award of County Court (Suffolk, 
Ipswich), dated May 13, June 3 ' 

Burns v Manchester and Salford Wesleyan Mission Pied ter 3, 
a ore County Court (Lancaster, Manchester), dated 26, 

une ' 


N.B.—The above List contains 


, Palatine, and 's Bench 
Final and Interlocutory Appeals, &c., set to June 5th, | 
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HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Trinity Srrrmes, 1908. 
Norices Revatinc to tHe Cuancery Cause Last. 
Motions, Petitions and Short Causes will be taken on the days stated in 


the Trinity Sittings Paper. 


Mr, Justice Joyce will take his Business as announced in the Trinity 


Sittings Paper. 


Liverpool and Manzhester Business.—Mr. Justice Joyce will take Liver- 
1 and Manchester Business ou Saturdays, the 27th of June, the 11th 


and 25th of July. 


Mr. Justice Swinren Eapy will take his Business as announced in the 


Trinity Sittings Paper. 


Mr. Justice Waratncron.—Except when other Business is advertised in 
the Daily Cause List Mr. Justice Waraincron will sit for the disposal of 
His Lordship’s Witness List daily throughout the Sittings. 

Mr. Justice Nevirue.—Except when other business is advertised in the 
Daily Cause List Mc. Justice Nevitte will sit for the disposal of his 
Lordship’s Witness List daily throughout the Sittings. 

Mr. Justice Panker.—Except when other Business is advertised in the 
Daily Cause List Mr. Justice Parker will take his Business as announced 


in the Trinity Sittings Paper. 


Mr. Justice Eve.—Except when other Business is advertised in the 
Daily Cause List, Actions with Witnesses will be taken daily throughout 


the Sittings. 


Summonses before the Judge in Chambers.—Mr. Justice Joyorz, Mr. 
Justice Swinren Eapy and Mr. Justice Parker will sit in Court every 
Monday during the Sittings to hear Chamber Summonses, 

Summonees Adjourned into Court ant Non-Witness Actions will be 
heard by Mr. Justice Jovcs, Mr. Jastice Swinren Eapy and Mr. Justice 


PanKER. 


Norice wits Rererence To tae Cxancery Witness Lasts. 
During the Trinity Sittings the Judges will sit for the disposal of 


Witness Actions as follows :— 


Mr. Justice Wanrnzincron will take the Witness List for Warrincron 


and Parker, JJ. 


Mr. Justice Nevitue will take the Witness List for Swinren Eapy and 


Neviiie, JJ. 


Mr. Justice Eve will take the Witness List for Jovce and Eve, JJ. 
Cuancery Causes ror Tatat or Hearina. 
Set down to June 5th, 1908. 


Before Mr. Justice Joyce. 
Retained. 
Causes for Trial (with Witnesses.) 
Jones v Harrild act (June 23) 
Raphael v Bromet act & m fj (June 
23) 


Causes for Trial without Witnesses 

"and Adjourned Summonses. 

In re Best Faulks v Best adjd 
sumns 

In re Rawlinson Hill v Withall 
adjd sumus 

In re Eddowes & Sons, solrs, &c 
adjd sumns 

In re Harding, dec 
Walker adjd sumns 

In re Brooke, dec Wrench v Brooke 
adjd sumns 

In re Bramley, dec Micali v Bram- 
ley adjd sumns 

In re Morris Morris v Banks adjd 
sumns 

In re Palmer Palmer v Todd adjd 
sumns 

Rutter v Roberts adjd sumns 

In re Walters, dec Thomas v 
Thomas adjd sumns 

In re Jobson’s Settlement Trusts 
Jobson v Greenhill adjd sumns 

In re Stappard, dec, and In re an 
Indenture of June 20, 1891 
Davison v Davison adjd sumns 

In re Saul, dec 
adjd sumns 

In re Petty, dec Walker v Petty 
& Petty adjd sumns 

In re James England, dec Taylor 
v Wilson adjd sumns 

In re London University Medical 


Fawcett v 


Sciences Institute Fund Fowler | 
& Buthin v The Attorney-General | 


adjd sumnus 

Halliday v Barclay adjd sumns 

In re Dunlap, dec Tapsfield v 
Tapsfield adjd sumns 

In re Arthur Bernard v Weld 
adjd sumns (restored) 





Norrie v Saul 





In re Paul,dec Gilmer v Ayres 
adjd sumns 

In re Thomas Taylor, dec and In re 
The Trustees Act, 1893 Leighton 
v Burlison adjd sumns 

In re Dodds, dec Martindale v 
Dodds adjd sumn 

In re Barnes, dec Barnes v Barnes 
adjd sumns 

In re G Knowling, dec Knowling 
v Knowling adjd sumns 

In re Bates, dec Bates v Bates 
adjd sumns 

In re Swain, dec 
adjd sumns 

In re Hallifax 
adjd sumns 

In re The Calgary and Medicine Hat 
LandCo Pigvon v The Company 
adjd sumns 

In re Lewis Hill, dec Davies v 
Governesses Benevolent Institu- 
tion adjd sumns 

In re Mid Suffolk Light Ry adjd 
sumns 

In re Hughes’ Marriage Settlement 
Funds Hodgsonv Hughes adjd 
sumns 

In re JC Ward dec In re E Ward 
dec Bram v Brown adjd sumns 

Marreco v Palmer adjd sumnos 

In re Drax Drax v Saville adjd 
sumns 

Iron Ux Remedy Co 1d v Standard 
Tablet adjd sumns 

In re Dowager Marchioness Conyng- 
ham Ramsden v The Marquis 
Conyngham adjd sumns 

In re Leather, dec Leather v Neild 
adjd sumns 

In re Langhornes and. The Settled 
Land Act, 1882 to 1890 adjd 
sumns 

In re J. C. R. Coope, dec Dickson 


Phillips v Swain 


Hallifax v Baker 


Barrett v Watts adjd sumns 

In re Figgins, dec Stevens v 
Figgins adjd sumns 

In re Bragg dec Bragg v Bragg 
adjd sumns 

In re The Elementary Education 
Acts, 1870 and 1873 In re Edu- 
cation Board Provisional Order 
In re The Lands Clauses Consoli- 
dation Act, 1845 adjd sumns 

Chapman v Michaelson adjd sumns 

In re Lord Grimthorpe, dec 
Beckett v Bryans adjd sumns 

In*re Fullerton, dec Leveson- 
Gower v Galton adjd sumns 

Gater v Skelton Iron & Co adjd 
sumns 

In re Coulson, dec Du Cane v 
Coulson adjd sumas 

In re Clara Casey, dec 
Stevens adjd sumns 

In re Robert Price Io re Ann Price 
Earle v Parry adjd sumnos 

In re Macaulay, dec Macaulay v 
Chamberlin adjd sumns 

In re Pullin Pullinv Pullin adjd 
sumns 

In re Jones, dec Lewis v Harper 
adjd sumns 

In re W T Haycock Sonsld Smithe 
v The Company adjd sumns 

In re Green Reversion Purchase 
Oo v Carr adjd sumns 

In re Green Carr v Reversion Par- 
chase Co adjd sumns 

In re Gordon-Paterson, dec Simons 
v Paterson adjd sumns 

In re ES Paterson, dec Simons v 
Paterson adjd sumns 

In re Robert Florance Trust Brand 
v Pitt & Baynes adjd sumns 

In re Gibbs, dec Adams v Brown 
adjd sumns 

In re Becker’s Agreement William 
v Becker adjd sumns 

In re Snewin, dec Meredith v 
Kimber adjd sumns 

In re O E Williams, dec Williams 
v Williams adjd sumns 

In re Liversidge’s Settlement and 
The Trustee Act Theobold v 
Morrell adjd sumns 

In re Clara Smedley, dec Godfrey 
v Durnford adjd sumns 

In re Youngman, dec Bunn v 
Youngman adjd sumns 

In re Walker, dec Mulcahy v 
Fryer adjd sumns 

In re Abbott, dec Abbott v Abbott 
adjd sumns 

In re Keene’s Trusts Chadwick v 
Woodlock adjd sumns 

Laskey v Runtz adjd sumns 

Inre McFee McFeev Tower adjd 

sumns 

In re Thompson, dec Thompson v 

Watkins adjd sumns 

Inre Marsh,dec Greenhill vy Marsh 

adjd sumns 

In re Parry and Wallace’s Contract 

and In re The Vendor and Pur- 

chaser Act, 1874 

In re 8S Wilson, dec Wilson v 

Somervell a‘jd sumns 

In re Hayter Thompson v Hayter 

adjd sumns 

In re Parsons Parsons v Parsons 
adjd sumus 

In re Lacon Teesdale v Lacon 

adjd sumns 

Inre Taylor Taylorv Taylor adjd 

sumns 

In re Whitchurch Vigae v George 

adjd sumns 

In re Rickford's Settlement Heath- 

cote v Rickford adjd sumns 

In re Maynard, dec Hancock v 

Herring adjd sumns 

In re Watts’ Settlement Lega v 


Casey v 





v Rose adjdsumns 
Williams 


In re Gwilym Evans, dec 
vJones adjd sumns 
Walton v Day adjd sumns 


Kitchener adjd sumns 

In re Johnson, dec In re Watt 
Middleditch v Christopher adjd 
sumns 


In re Bagnall v Willson 
adjd sumns 

In re Riches, dec Parker v Peat 
adjd sumns 

Hughes v Britannia Permanent 
Benefit Building So: adjd sumns 

Same vSame adjd sumns 


Further Considerations. 
In re Garnham, dec Ridley v 
Garnham fur con 
Spooner v Westmorland fur con 
In re Sykes, dec Jaram v Holmes 
fur con 
Before Mr Justice Swinren Eapy. 
Causes for Trial without Witnesses 
and Adjourned Summonses.° 
The British South Africa Co v 
De Beers Consolidated Mines ld 
act 


Bertie v Rawe m fj (short) 

In re Moses, dec Moses v Valentine 
adjd sumns 

In re Richardson, dec Bethune- 
Baker v Forbes adjd sumns 

In re Mary Siddons, dec In re 
Francis Chanter, dec Wilson v 
Parr adjd sumns 

In re Elizabeth Craven, dec Crewd- 
son v Craven adjd sumns 

In re Gunton, dec Holley v 
Allsopp adjd sumns 

In re Sutcliffe, dec Walker v 
Sutcliffe adjd sumns 

In re Herridge, dec Menhinick 
v Herridge adjd sums 

Fisher v Rowe adjd sumns 

In re Chester’s Estate Tyndale v 
Chester adjd sumns 

In re Atwood, dec Bokenham v 
Atwood adjd sumns 

In re Champion's Estate Gleave v 
Seager adjd sumne 

In re an Indenture of April 14, 1898 
In re The Settled Land Act 
Glyn v Morant adjd sumns 

In re Spendlove and Simmons’ Con- 
tract and In re the Vendor and 
Purchaser Act, 1874 adjd sumns 

In re Dixon, dec Raimback v 
Dixon adjd sumns 

In re Annie Burleigh, dec Bawdon 
v Jenkins In re H A Burleigh 
Wills v Jenkins adjd sumns 

In re J M Gay, dec Gay v Gay 
adjd sumns 

In re J P Wagstaff’s Settled Es. 
tates In re The Settled Land 
Acts, 1882 to 1890 adjd sumns 

In re Henry Fisher, dec In re H 
Fisher's Settled Estates In re 
The Settled Land Acts Daniel vy 
Knight adjd sumus 

In re Browning, dec Browning v 
Browning adjd sumns 

In re Chicago and North West 

Granaries Co Debenture Securi- 

ties Investment Co v The Com- 


act 
tons tebe Scott,dec Lord v Scott 
adjd sumns 
In re Wolton’s Settlement Hum- 
phreys v Wolton adjd sumns 
In re J T Brown, a Solr adjd 
sumus 
In re Same adjd sumns 
In reSame adjd sumns 
In re Same adjd sumns 
In re W Wilkins, dec In re The 
Trustee Act, 1893 Wilkins v 
Wilkins adjd sumds 
Reilly v Bonney adjd sumns 
In re Johnson Johnson v Johnson 
adjd sumus 
In re Trafford’s Estate Marten v 
Trafford adjd sumns 
In re Lazarus, dec Simp3on v Cohen 
adjd sumns 
In re L M Von Bissing, dec Rids- 
dale v Caldwell! adjd sumns 
In re Elliot Youard v Abbott 
adjd sumnus 
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In re Drury Haslip v Fox adjd 


sumns 

In re Basnett Garle v Basnett 
adjd sumns 

In re Plowden Plowden v Plowden 


adjd sumns 
Belli v Lane adjd 


In re Lane 
sumns 

Wagstaff v Mayor &c of City of 
London adjd sumns 

In re Lamplough, dec Hasland v 
Lamplough adjd sumns 

In re y Tierney, dec Graham 
v Farrer adjd sumns 

In re Bagnall’s Trusts Bury v 
Moxon adjd sumns 

In re Simpson, dec Todd v McCaie 
adjd sumns 

In re Winfield Pegg v Winfield 
adjd sumns 


Further Considerations. 


In re Walker Walker v Jeffreys 
fur con 

In re R R Smith Smith v Smith 
fur con 

Jenkins v Burleigh fur con 


Companies (Winding Up) and 
Chancery Division. 
Companies (Winding Up). 
Petitions. 

T I Syndicate ld (petn of Geo G 
Blackwell Sons & Co ld—Liver- 
a District Registry—s o from 

fay 26 to June 17) 

J W Lill & Sons ld (petn of The 
Fore Street Warehouse Co ld—s o 
from June 2 to June 17) 

British Machine Bottle Co ld (petu 
of R C Norton & Co—s o from 
June 2 to June 23) 

Fraser Bros ld (petn of Gobin Pére 
et Fils and ors—s o from June 2 
to June 17) 

Central London Estates ld (petn of 
© Wake & Co) 

Clitters United Mines ld (petn of J 
Pugsley) 

Graham & Banks ld (petn of Warner 
& Sons) 

Willingsworth Iron Co ld (petn of 
North Wales Iron and Manganese 
Co ld—Liverpool District Regis- 


try) 

Taylor’s Patent Shunting Lever ld 
(petn of Transport 1d) 

Graham & Banks ld (petn of Comyn 
Ching & Co Id and anr) 

Lyceum Club International 1d (petn 
of E Piercy) 

Jarrett & Hickson ld (petn of R Ser- 
venti) 

A E Dent & Co ld (petn of A Good- 
man) 


Miesse Petrol Car Syndicate ld (petn 
of F Shep 

Commercial Products Co 1d (petn of 
Hobbs, Ravenscroft & Co) 

Mica Boiler Covering Oo 1d (petn of 
Swan Hunter Wigham Richard- 
son & Co 1d) 

West ld (petn of Dunlop Pneumatic 
Tyre Co 1d) 

Westminster Syndicate 1d (petn of 
Midland Trust 1d) 

Thames Valley Wharf 1d (petn 
of Addington Timber, Slate & 
Cement Co 1d) 


Petition (to restore Company’s 
Name to Register) under Com- 
panies Act, 1880. 

Garden City Laundry ld (petn of 
H M Macfee and ors) 


Chancery, Division. 


Petition (for Reduction of Capital) 
under Companies Acts, 1867 and 
7 


1877. 
Thomes Allan & Sons ld and reduced 





Com; W ° 
eae on Oy 


Mayfair Printing and Publishing Co 
ld (for leave to issue writ of 
attachment—ordered to stand over 
generally on April 3, 1906) 
{Companies (Winding Up) and 

Chancery Division. 
Ottoman Ry Cold. (as f 
Syria Ottoman as to proofs 
Tot debt ot W ‘ker—ordered to 
stand over on Jan 11, 1906, to be 
tried with certain actions) 

New De Kaap ld (for removal of 
liquidator—with witnesses—part 
heard—s o from May 26 to as 

7 


17) 

Dover Coalfields Extension ld (on 
claim of Cousins—so from May 
26—to come on with misfeasance 
summons) 

Keeble Brothers 1d (on claim of 
Banque Commerciale de Basle— 
with witnesses—so from June 2 
to June 17) 

Kent County Gas Light and Coke Co 
ld (to vary listof contributories— 
with witnesses) 

Orange River Irrigation ld (misfea- 


sance) 

Estates and Industrial Syndicate ld 
(for delivery up of documents— 
with witnesses) 

Callenders Paper Manufacturing Co 
ld Lyon and anr v Callenders 
Paper Manufacturing Oo ld and 
ors (on Bolt’s claim) 


Before Mr Justice Wareineton. 
Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 
Appleby v Lord St Oswald act 


(8 o) 

The Bakers’ Automatic Combina- 
tion Thread Winder and Shuttle 
Filler Co Proprietary ld v H M 
Spratts and ors act 

Hormuth v Merino act 

In re Thornhill Thornhill vy Thorn- 
hill act (s o until further order) 

Mendelssohn v Traies & Son act 
(so P D) 

The Mayor, &c, of Westminster v 
The Rector and Churchwardens 
of St George’s Hanover Square 
act (For June 17, subject to any- 
thing pt hd 

Vanden Bergh and Sir J H Morris 
v London Central Mark-ts Cold 
Store Co id act (s o Michaelmas) 

Farbon v Newman & Walbey act 

Kight v Battams act pt hd In 
re Hunter’s Settlements Kight 
v Kight act (s o liberty to 
restore) 

Hassan v Hassan act and m fj 
(fixed for June 16) 

Paris v Clinton act 

Leigh v Gregory act 

Nicholl vy The Cardiff District 
Collieries Id and anr act (8 o 
June 23) 

Amherst v Villiersand ors act and 


counterclaim 

Honywood v Attenborough actand 

jd sumns 

Earl of Clanwilliam v Colville and 
ors act 

Maclachlan v Earl of Kinnoull and 
anr act 

Lowe v Ellis act 

In re A Fountaine, dec Inre F E 
Dowler, dec Fountaine v Am- 
herst and ors act and counter- 
claim (s o not before June 29) 


The British United Shoe Machinery 


Co ld and anr v Simon Collier Co 
ld act (not before June 23) 

The Royal Insce Co ld v The Mid- 
land Insce Co ld act without 
leadings (fixed for June 30, sub- 
Fect to anything pt bd) 





Harvey and Taylor v Aynsley’s 
Executors act 

Evens v The Colonial Bank act 

The Regent’s Canal and Dock Co v 
The London County Council act 

Skerrett vJohnson act and counter- 
claim 

Farquhar v Newbury Rural District 
Council act (fixed for July 6, 
subject to anything pt hd) 

8 rman v Wood act 

The Staveley Coal and Iron Co ld v 
The Midland Ry Co act (s o not 
before July 1) 

Macniven & Cameron ld v L & O 
Hardsmuth act 

Giesemann v Cobb act (s o not 
before June 19) 

Hicklin v Aron act 

Crisp v Mannings act 

GatesvHolman act Same v Same 


act 

Ross v Sartorius act (transferred 
from K B Division—by order) 
(s o not before June ~ 

In re Humpbris, dec Humphris v 
Mansbridge act 

A C Potter & Co v New England 
Boring Co act 

Dale v Newman act ~ 

Massell v Cassell act 

Hunter v Hunter act 

The Traction Corpn ld and Robert 
Brown v Samuel Green Bennett 
act 

Harris v Ellis act 

In re Burgess, dec Burgess v 
Bargess act 

Faldo v Side act 

Shardlow v Simpson act 

Wilson v Bawtree act 

HerbertvGroome act and counter- 
claim 

In re William Alderson, dec Alder- 
son and anr v Batty act 





Before Mr Justice Neviie. 
Retained by Order. 
Adjourned Summonses. 

In re Ratcliff, dec Vaughan-Leav 

Ratcliffe adjd sumns 
In re Lisseter Lisseter v Lisseter 
adjd sumne 


Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 
Staunton v Hampshire Light Rail- 
ways (Electric) Co act (not before 
Michaelmas Sittings) 


Smallwood v Stubbs act mmm} 


Woodbridge v Harvie act 

Bott & Robinson v Lambeth Borough 
Council act (not before July 1) 

Vavasour vy Denham act and coun- 


terclaim 

Philipps v England act and coun- 
terclaim 

The Claims Realization Oo ld v 
Classen act 

The Electric and Anglo-American 
Manufacturing Co v John Jaques 
& Son ld act 

In re Trade Marks Act, 1905 Inre 
Application of Cudahay Packing 
Co In re Application of Spring- 
field Chemical Co 281,794 motn 
(not before July 20) 

In re The Registration of a Painting 
of the figure of a Dutch Woman, 
depicted as Chasing Dirt and In 
re The Fine Art Copyright Act 
motn (not before July 20) 

British Ore Concentration Syndicate 
ld vy The Minerals Separation id 
act 

Phillips v Baron act (not before 
June 28) ; 

Golding vChaplin act (not before 
June 20) : 

Osborne v Amalgamated Soc of 
Railway Servants act 

The Bohm Leas Lamp Co vy Bohm 
act 





The Mashonaland Ry Cold v The 


Beira Ry Cold act and counter- 
claim 


Jones v Saunders Bros act 

The Exchange Steamship Oo ld v 
The Lambard Steamship Co “act 

Viscount Cobham v ordshire 
County Council act 

Erith & Cold v Couch act i 

Horner v Clulow act (not before 
July 13) 

Holliday v Edinburgh Life Assoc 
act 


Pollitt v Jackson act 
Blumenthal v Jackson act 
Bowen v Griffin act and counter- 


claim 

In re Foster, dec Foster v Pullin 
act and m f j 

Wynn v Cree act 

Hull v Percival act 

The Butterley Co ld v The New 
Hucknall Co ld act (fixed for 
June 16) 

In re The Cos’ Acts, 1862 to 1900, 
and In re the Matter of the De 
Dion Bouton (1907) Co ld motn 
of F G Bowen (not before July 1) 

In re Same and Same wmotn of 
Tweedy to rectify register (not 
before July 1) 

Phillips v Phillips act 

In re A Bull, dec Bull v Hopkins 


act 

Denton v Gillies act 

Hermes v Prosser act 

Goldsworthy v Martin act 

Sime v Andrews act 

Before Mr. Justice Parker. 
Retained by Order. 
Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 

Henry Loftus Tottenham and ors 
v The Mayor, Aldermen and Bur- 
gesses of Portsmouth act 

In re The Patents and De«igns Act, 
1907 In re Johnson’s Patent, No 
20,207 of 1894 petn for extension 
of term of Letters Patent (for 
July 21) 

Rogers v Automatic Time Table Oo 
ld and anr act (for June 18, 
subject to a pt hd) 

In re The Patents and Designs Act, 
1907 In re Kershaw’s Patent, 
No 22,483 of 1894 petn for 
extension of term of Letters 
Patent (not before July 22) 


Farther Considerations, 

In re A O W Simmonds, dec 
Kirkham v Rodgers fur con 

In re Robert Christie, dec Christie 
v Christie fur con 

In re Barlow, dec Stutely v Barlow 
fur con (set down by order of 
May 25) 

Bland v Hosking fur con 


Causes for Trial Without Witnesses 
and Adjourned Summonses. 

In re Begent and Alder’s Oon- 

tract and In re The Vendor and 

Purchaser Act, 1874 adjd sumns 
pt hd (s o) 

In re D Davies,dec Davies v Davies 
adjd sumns 

In re 8 Skeet, dec Skeet v Skeet 
adjd sumns 

Bruce and ors v Heathorn adjd 
sumns 

In re Thomas Coulthard’s Trusts 
Woollcombe v Gore adjd sumns 

In re Baker's Settlement Trusts 


for June 17) 

In the Matter of the Arbitration 
Act, 1889 and In an Arbitration 
between the Albion Motor Car Co 
ld v The Lacre Motor Car Co ld 
m fj and motn (not before 
June 17) 
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In re Whiteman, dec Whiteman v 
Stuart-Dennison adjd sumns 
In re Barton’s Estate Freeman v 
Barton adjd sumns 

In re A W Langlands Webster v 
Langlands adjd sumns 

In re the Estate of Alice Hadley, 
dec Johnson v Hadley adjd 
sumns pt hd 

In the Matter of W Anderson & Co 
ld G Grant ld v W Anderson & 
Cold mf j (short) 

In re Willoughby Bros ld Dole v 
The Company m f j (short) 





Before Mr Justice Eve 
Retained Adjourned Summons. 
Attorney-Gen. v Birmingham, &c, 

District Drainage Board 


Causes for Trial (with Witnesses), 

Owen v Faversham Corpn act 

Knowles & Wollaston v Chapman 
act 

In re Hobson, dec Foster v Watson 
act Leeds District Registry 

Harlech v Huntley act 

The Mineral Estates ld v T W Scott 
Jones act and counterclaim 

In re E Croydon, dec In reL A 
Croydon, dec InreG H Croydon, 
dec In reSJ Croydon, dec In 
re W H Roberts, dec Hincks v 
Roberts act 

Terrell v Gaskell act 

Williams v Thomson act 

White v Buckman act 

Chapman v Michaelson 
counterclaim 

In reR P Graham, dec Legge v 
Graham act 

Cope v Crossingham act 

Great Western Ry v Carpalla United 
China Clay Coandors act (June 
23, subject to anything pt hd) 

The Potteries Electric Traction Co 
ld v Williams act 

Webber v Waring & Gillow act 

Hide Skin Produce Agency ld v 
Banbury Leather Manufacturing 
Co act 

Thirer v Chilcott act 

South American Ry Construction 
Co ld v Stephens act 


act and 


“In re James Jones, dec 





Harris v Harris act 


| June 23.—Meesrs, Buaun & Som, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground-rents (see 


Piggott v Middlesex County Coun- | *veriisement, back page this week). 


cil act 
Whitehead v Wycherley act and 
counterclaim 
Hemming v Elphicke act 
Goldman v Davis act 


Devon United Mines (1906) ld v| 


Bayldon act: 

Whitmores (Elenbridge) 1d v 
Stanford act 

Northern Press Engineering Co v 
Shepherd act 

Jones v Jones act 

Gruntwag & Morton v Bull act 

Burns v Irving act 


Jones act 
Boynton v Wilson act 


In re Etty,dec Pierson vSmithson 


act 

In re Friend, dec Ball v Friend 
act (s 0) 

Lister v Brookes ld act 

In re Seago, dec Seago v Allerton 
act 

Worms v Ramsay 
Worms act 

Gowland v Monkhouse act 

White v Hancock act 

Lyon v Sampson act 

Carnegie Steel Co v Bell Bros ld 
and anr act 

Wormull vy Wormull act 

Locker-Lampson v Staveley Coal 
and Iron Cold act 

In re Carrick, dec Little v Carrick 


Ramsay v 


act 
Sherwell v The Brit Transvaal and 
General Financial Cold act 
Mudge v Brit Imperial Assce Co Id 
act and counterclaim 


In re T P Adler, dec Alder v 
Alder act | 
In re J H Fryer, dec Fryer v 


Fryer act 

Colet Estates ld v Davis act 

Stone v The Dosthill Granite Quarry 
Cold act 

Sime v Andrews act 

Brittain v Pease & Partners ld act 


In re Isaac Fogg, dec Ridgway v | 


Fogg act 





The Property Mart. 


Sales of the Ensuing Week. 
June 23,—Moers’s, Wratneratt. & Green, at the Mart, at 2: Leasehold Residence, 


Freehold 


rties. snd L-a‘ehold Ground-rents (see advertisement, p. iv., May 8¢). 


Jane 22,—Mesere. Harzinc, Son, & Daw, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Resi 
Lessehold Invest ments (see advertisement, p. viii. May 30 i" a 


Jane 23,—Messrs. Furser, at the Mart, at 2: Freeholds (see advertisement, back 


page, June 13). 
June 23.— 


r. ALEXANDER Morsman, at the George Hotel, Chalfont St, Peter, 


Bucks: Frechold Betate (sce advertisement, back pa; e, Jane 13), 


Smith v | 


MR mary - $A — ot Gove Bete, Saffron Walden, at 4.15: 
ates (see adv ment, page iii., May 16). 
Jane 23.—Messrs. Desewaam, Tewson, & Co., at the Mart, at 2: Family Resider co, 

Freehold Ground-rents. and Freehold Property (see advertisement, p. fi., May 30). 
oe Se Hamprow & Sons, at the Mart: Town Houses (see advertisem: nt, 

. iti,, May 30). F 
|? June 23.—Messrs. Brapet, Woon, & Co., at the Mart. at 2: Freehold Residential 
Estate (see advertisement. p. v., May 30). 

June 24.—Vessrs. D. Youna & Oo., at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Property (ses 
advertisement, p.iv., May 30). 

June 24.—Messrs, Fox & Bousrrety, at the Mart, at 2: Freshold Ground and Bexe- 
ficial Rents (see advertisement, back page, Jane 6). 

June 24.—Mesars. Teoutorgs, at the Mart, at,2: Freehold Residential Property (-ce 
advertisement, back page, Jane 6). 

June 25.—Messrs. Onusrsrtow & Sows, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Property and 
Investment (see advertissment, back page, June 13). 

June 25.—Mesers. Desenrnim, Tewsow, & Co., at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Residence 
and Land (see advertisement, p. ii., May 30). 


Result of Sale. 


Lirz Pouicres, Lire Interests, AND SHARES, 


Measrs. H. E. Fosrer & Crawriecn held their usual Fortnightly Sale (No. 861) of 
| the above-named Interests at the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, K.C., when the following 
lots were sold, at the prices named, the total amount realized being £1,105 7s. 61. : 


POLICIES OF ASSURANCE: 2 s. da. 
For £1,210 ... ove évs one eee ioe ote « 8Bo'd 6510 0 4 
Le ee ee a ee ee 

LIFE INTEREST in £65 per annum _.. ae eno én pa 330 0 0 

SHARES in various Commercial Undertakings oe cos 15 7 6 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gasetie.—Faipay, June 12. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luaorzp 1x CHanozsr. 


| Carpastan Sur Co, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before July 25, to send their 
| —— any addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to J Richard Prichard, 
| liquidator 
| Frecp, Baegze, & Co, Laarrep —Creditors are required, on or before July 24, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William Coster 
Kemp, 22, Lord st, Liverpool, liquidator 
Finssury Syxpicats, Lumrrep—Creditors are required, on or before July 31, to send th: ir 
| Mames and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Frederick John 
| _ Asbury, Finsbury pvmnt House, liquidator 
Feayx Hopxixsow, Liurrep —Creditors are required, on or before July 21, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Fred Vaugha :, 
Cleveland bidgs, 94. Market st, Manchester, liquidator 
Hargison Patents Co, Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or before July 1, to seud in 
| their names | addresses. with particulars of their debts or claims, to Valentine Georye 


Pappixerow Motor Co, Limurrep—Creditors are required forthwith to send their nam’s 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Percy G Gale, 30, Brigstock 
rd, Thornton Heath, liquidator 

Panto Darry Co, Liurrgp—Creditors are required, on or before July 13, to send in their 
names and ad with particulars of their debts or claims, to Michael J Mallon, 74, 
Balliol rd, Bootle, liquidator 

Sr Atsans anp Distaiot Exectaic Surety Co, Liuitsp—Creditors are uired, on or 
before +52 31, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to James McLeod, 101, Finsbury pvmnt. liquidator 

Tuames Vattey Wuaar, Linirep—Petn for winding up, presented June 9, directed to be 
heard on June 23. Easton & Sons, Walworth rd, solors for ners, Notice of appear- 
ing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of June 22 

West, Liwirrep—Peta for winding up, presented June 9, directed to be heard on June 23. 
JB&FP : t st, solors for petn. Notice of appearing must reach the 
above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of June 22 


London Gasette.—Toxrspay, June 16. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lawirep 1m Cuanozry. 


Coates Baxenizs, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented June 12, directed to te 
heard at the Court House, Half Acre, Brentford, on July 10, Blyth & Co, Gresham 

house, Old Broad st, solors for petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above- 
named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternvon of July 9 

Cyovtzvom, Limtrsp—Petn for winding up, presented June 12, directed to be heard on 
June 30. Smith & Co, John st, Bedford row, solors for petners. Notice of appearing 
must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of June 29 

















THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 
FUND, LIMITED. 
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ESTABLISHED IN I80I. 
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& Sons, Lrurrep—Creditors are required, on or before July 4, to send their 
v peter addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Ww : 


Wellingborough, liquidator 


MipptespeovuckH Minera Water Co, Lutrrep—Creditors are 
July 1, to send their names and addresses, and the partic 


to Frederic John Foster, Albert chmbrs, Middlesbrough, 


Mixes ayp Minerats Exrioration Seuessaen, Lomnen cee are required forth- 


with to send their names and resses, 


to James Miller Mackay and Walter Lance Davis, &, London wall, liquidators 


Nive Vatiey (New) Co, Lisrrep—Creditors are required, 


their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to George 
and Edward Andrew Schneidau, Throgmorton House, Copthall av, liq: 

Ratnsones Soura Arricay Syspicate, Liurreo—Creditors are required forthwith to the 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to James 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gasette.—Fatpay, June 12. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Bacsuaw, Atraep Wits, Gravesend, Tinsmith Rochester 
Pet June6 Ord June 6 
Bort, Atrrep Samvet, Port-mouth, House Agent Ports- 
mouth Pet May 29 Ord June6 
Baavvury, Nicuovas, Sheffield, Licensed Victualler Sheffield 
Pet June6 Ord June 6 
Cooper, Epwarp Hessert, Belgrave rd, Novelist High 
Court Pet Nov 26 O:d June 9 
Cowen, Tom, Workington, Painter Workington Pet June 
6 Ord June 6 
Croox, Water Cuartes C.ement, Trinity rd, Talse hill, 
Commercial Traveller High Court Pet June 10 Ord 
June 10 
De Wyttr, Witu1am Henry, Holly park, Crouch Hill, 
Bachelor of Medicme High Court Pet May 6 O:d 
Jane 9 
Drxxer, Davip, Boscombe, Bournemouth, Gramophone 
Dealer Poole Pet June10 Ord June 10 
Foxrorp, Henry, Tiverton, Devoo, Tobacconist Exeter 
Pet June 10 Ord June 10 
Garevnatou, Jonn Francis, 8t Dunstan’s hill, Architect 
High Court Pet June10 O:d June 10 
Hapiey, Epvwin James, Barnard rd, Battersea, Salesman 
Wandsworth Pet June6 Ord June6é 
Hawkins, Ansoip Groner, Botley, Hants,Grocer South- 
ampton Pet June9 Ord June 9 
Howitt, Henry Tuaner, Newbiggin by the Sea, North- 
umberland, Cycle Agent Neweastleon Tyne Pet Juned 
Ord June 5 
Hutton, Herseat, Cottenham, Cambs, Licensed Victualler 
Cambridge Pet June10 Ord June 10 
Hurcutnes, Caartes Rosert, Boscombe, Bournemouth, 
Solicitor Poole Pet June6 Ord June 6 
Jannitt, Rosert, Bristol, Shopfitter Bristol Pet June 10 
Ord June 10 
Mauonzy, James, Belvoir rd, East Dulwich, Surrey 
High Court Pet June 10 Ord June 10 
Martix, Bertie, Butterwick, Lincs, Baker Boston Pet 
June9 Ord June 9 
Mitiett, Cuartiz, Southampton, Draper Southampton 
Pet June9 Ord June 9 
Muwrzo, Grorcz Mackay, Brighton Brighton Pet June 
6 Ord June 6 
Pgascop, James, and Eayest Cocxpaty, Keswick, Cum- 
| or Butchers Cockermouth Pet June 4 Ord 
une 4 
Raixes, Epcar Puget, Swansea, Dealer in Gramophones 
Swansea Pet June6 Ord June 6 , 
Ricnarpson, Bestiz, Gt Grimsby, Boot Dealer Gt 
Grimsby Pet June9 Ord June 9 
Sarreatt, Joun Hart Lockyer, Oxford, Retailer of Toys 
Oxford Pet May 30 Ord June 10 
Sarrx, Jouw Tuomas, Ossett, Yorks, Rag Merchant Dews- 
bury Pet May 29 Ord June 6 
Tasker, Joun Tuomas, and Wituram Tasker, Wellowgate, 
Gt Grimsby, Box Makers Gt Grimsby Pet June 5 
Ord June 5 
Tzatuer, Revusen, Eckington, Derby, Grocer Chesterfield 
- aenees cong oR x Cornwall, F 
RETHOWAN, James, Chyvelah, Kenwyn, Corn’ ‘'armer 
Truro Pet June10 Ord June 10 
Waker, Davin, Aber, Carnarvon, Hotel Proprietor 
Bangor Pet May 29 Ord June 9 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Arkin, Sauvet, Gt Haywood, nr Stafford, Butcher 
June 22at11 Swan Hotel, Stafford 

Bacsuaw, Ayaep Wii1s, Gravesend, Tinsmith July 6 at 
12.15 115, High st, Rochester 

Baxsvury, Joun, Stratton. Cornwall, Ironmonger June 22 
at 12 Off Rec, 9, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Borr, Atrarp Samugt, Portsmouth, House Agent June 22 
at3 Off Rec, Cambridge junction, High st, Portsmouth 

Caxnox, Mattaew W1i114M, Charlton Musgrove, Somerset, 
Carpenter June 23 at 12.45 Off Rec, City chmbrs, 
Catherine st, Salisbury 

Canney, Wittiam Axoysius, Stockport, Cabinet Maker 
: = 23 23 2.45 Off Rec, Castle chmbrs, 6, Vernon st, 

ockpoi 

Coorrr, Kpwarp Herperr, Belgrave rd, Novelist June 
23 at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Davis, Groner, Swindon, Coal er June 22 at3 Off 
Ree, 38, Regent circus, Swindon 

De Wvrrt, Witttam Hewey, Holly park, Crouch Hill, 
ne of Medicine June 23 at 1 Bankruptcy bldgs, 

rey F 
Dicks, CLanexce, Redcliffe gins, South Kensington June 


23at11 Bankry bidgs, Carey st 
Eickuorr, Wie Bon Sash adns, 


Bawy J ?2 at 1 kru; bldgs, Carey st 

er une 72 a’ n. 3, 

Foxvorp, Henry, Tiverton, event deuke iMgent June 24 
at 10.30 Off Rec, 9, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Garzs, Epwm James, Belgrave, Leicester, 
Foreman June 22 at 3 Off Rec, 1, st, 


'm George, solor, solor to liquidators 
uired, on or before 
alars of i¢ debts or claims, 
liquidator 


to send their names and 
Lorenzo Whiting Chance, 
liquidator 


send their names and 


of their debts or claims, 


their names 


on or before July 20, to send addresses 
n ’ 


ir names 











Geer, Autice, Regent st, Corset Makir June 23 at 2,30 
Baok: st 


ruptey , Carey 
Hap.ey, Eowix James, Barnard rd, Battersea, Salesman 
Jane 22 at 11.30 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 
Haves (Male), New Kent rd, Provision Merchant June 
22 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Hawkins, Anwotp Gores, Botley, Hants, Grocer June 
22at11 Midland Bank chmbrs, ~~ st, Southampton 
Haypow, Fraxmay, and Henry Grorae Harpoy, Camomi'e 
st, + oan June 22 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, 


Carey 

Howirr, Hexeay Turner, Newbiggin by the Sea, Northum- 
berland, t June 20 at11 Off Rec, 30, 
Mosley st, Newcastle on 

Horcuines, Caartes Rosert, Boseombe, Bournemouth, 
Sohici June 22 at 3.30 The Hotel Metropole, 

Bournemouth 

Wittram Vatextivg, Plymouth, Restaurant 
Keeper June 22at 12 7, Buckland ter, Plymouth 

Kertiz, Bexsamix Fiat, Hassocks, Sussex, Dealer 
June 25 at3 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

Lacy, Fraxx, Shedfield, nr Bishops altham, Hants, 
Builder June 20 atli Midland chmbrs, High 

thampton 


Mityett, Caaauiz, Southam: . Draper June 22 at 10.30 
Midland Bank chmbrs, h st, Southampton 

Mrrone 1, Son, & Sourrer, C, Ventnor, lof W, Auctioneers 
June 24 at 4.80 The Hotel Metropole, Ventnor, I of W 

Mouwsro, Gronae Mackay, Brighton June 25 at 103) Off 
Ree, 4, Pavilion bidgs, Brighton 

Oxrver, James, Ryde, I W, Builder June 20at 1230 Off 
Rec, $34, Holyrood st, Newport, I W 

Orcuagp, Josern Jaurs, Eaton, Derby June 20 at 
11,30 Off Rec, 47, Full st. 


y. 

Powett, Jonx, West Ciiff, Whitstable June 29 at 11.30 
Off Rec, 684, Castle st, Canterbury 

Raixes, Enecae Pucert, Swansea, Dealer in Gramophones 
June 23 at 11 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Suyru-Picorr, J W, Hove, Sussex June 25 at 10 Off 
Ree, 4, Pavilion bldgs, hton 

Taytor, WituiaM Fietcure, Stevenage, Herts, Nursery- 
man June 20at 11.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Vexcear, Joseru, Liverpool, 8ma'lware Desler June 23 at 
11 Off Ree, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Wa xen, Geonce Hersert. Milford, Derby, Greengrocer 
June 20 at 11 Off Ree, 47, Full st, Derby 

Weis, Faarx, Herne Bay, Kent, Solicitor June 20 at 
10.45 Off Rec, 68a, Castle st, Canterbury 

Wittiams, Caances, Fenyereig. Llanerchymedd, Coal Mer- 
chant June 22 at 12 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, 


Chester 
Witwveusy, Spencer Recisatp Cameron, Chancery In, 
Architect June 22at12 Bankruptcy bidgs,  nenne R 
Witsow, Argtuur Farpericx, Sou pton, Jeweller 
June 20 at 10.30 i Bank chmbrs, High st, 


Southampton : 
Witsoy, Artuur Jesse, Loughborough, Leicester, Baker 
June 22at 12 Off Rec, 1, ao? i 
Woops, Luxe Hewry, Ludgate hill, Proprietor of Trade 

Journals June 22 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

ADJUDICATIONS. 

Apeanam*, Atsert Lrox, Fordwych rd, Cricklewood High 

Court Pet Aprilé 0 , 


June 
Brapuey, Nicnoas, Sheffield, Licensed Victualler Sheffield 
Pet June6 Ord June 6 
Cowen, a=, 3 ms Seehetent, Painter Cocker- 
upe une 
Cacon, Walena Cuartes Cusment, Trinity rd, Tulse Hill 
Commercial Traveller High Court Pet June 10 Ord 


June 10 
Dixwek, Daviv, Boscombe, Bournemouth, Gramophone 
Dealer Poole Pet June10 Ord June 10 
Foxrorp, nee, 4 Dewe, Tobacconist Exeter 
Pet June 10 une 5 
Gannett, Freperick Hersert Witi1am, Westcliff on Sea, 
Eesex, Boot Dealer Chelmsford Pet April 28 Ord 


June 5 : 
Greewnacon, Jon Faancis, Leigh on Sea, Easex, Architect 
High Court Pet June10 Ord June 10 
Hapiey, Eowm James, B , Bat , Salesman 
Wandsworth Pet June6 Ord June 6 aieoie 
’ 


Hawkins, Arxotp Gronrar, Botley, 
Ho.ros, Hersert, Cambs, Licensed Victualler 
Cam! 





’ Grocer 
Pet June9 Ord June 9 
Cottenham, 

Pet ~——> Ord zene 3° ‘s 

seat, Boscombe, Bournemouth, 

noe Paola Pet June6 Ord June 6 

Manowey, James, Belvoir rd, East D 

Pet June 10 Ord June 10 : 

Manztix, Bentz, Lincs, 


June 9 June 9 
Muizr, Caanuie, Southampton, Draper Southampton Pet 


Monument House, Monument aq, liquidator 
Youta Corsene Asuror), pov ay oe vl are 


Willioms, 14, Ironmonger In. Paddison & Co, 





Ord June 9 
Moseort 7 Bos Mackay, Brighton Brighton Pet June 6 


‘une 9 
Otiver, James, Ryde, Builder Newport Pet May 23 Ori 
J 


‘une 
80OD, Eawzer Cocksaix, Keswick, Cumber- 
or ates and Vorkiogton Pet June 4 Ord June 4 
Dealer in Gramophones 


Miller Mackay and Walter Lance Davis, 85, London wall. Danderdale, London wall, 


Sournery O1n Fievps or Russta, Liarrep—Oreditors are required, on or bef: 
addresses, ani the Saedies of their debts pray 
Beanett & Ferris, 


1, Old Broad st. Coleman st, sttors to 


Vicroara Caratace Works, Liurrep - Creditors are required, on or before July 3 
addresses, and the particulars of their 7 S's 
Thomas, 1¢4, High Holborn, liquidator 
Werts Braotusrs & Co, Liurrep—Creditors are yy on or before July 31, to send 
the particulars of di ; 


debts or claims, to P ET 


ebts or claims, to O-car Berry, 


re on or before July.7, to send 
and the particulars of their a or claims, te Owak Wyatt 
Gresham st, solors for liquidator 


Ricuarpsox, Bratiz, Gt Grimsby, Boot Dealer Gt 
Pet June9 Ord June 9 


Szaet, Eowarp Aruetstans, Wells, Somerset, Tax Col- 
lector Wells Pet May 2 Ord June 9 

Tasker, Jonn Tuomas, and Wittiam Tasker, Wello’ 
Gt Grimsby, Box Makers Gt Grimsby Pet June 
5 Ord June 5 

Tzaraen, Reveex, Eckington, Derby, Grocer Chesterfield 
Pet June6 Ord June 6 

Tarraowan. James, Chyvelah Kenwyn, Cornwall, Farmer 
Truro Pet June 10 Ord Jone 10 

Usner, James Lawry, Mayfield, Sussex Tunbridge Wells 


Ww sy Mice ee. Solicitor Canterbury Pet 
etts, Frayx, Herne x ‘an! ; 
April 22 Ord June 6 . 
Witson, Arravre Feepericx, Southampton, Jeweller 
w rey ae ll ine oe ta 
naaG, Heyry, . Warwi e er Coventry 
Pet May2 Ord June 10 . 

ADJUDICATION ANNULLED, RECEIVING ORDER 
RESCINDED, AND PETITION DISMISSED. 
Watxer, Faepentcx, Fenchurch st, Watchmaker High 
Court Ree Ord March 29, 19.0 Adjud May 10, 

Rerc, Annul, and Dis of Pet May 14, 1908 
London Gazette,—Torspay, June 16. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Bisuorr, Grorce Ricaarp, Strood, Kent, Butcher Rocheste™ 
Pet June 13 Ord June 13 

Buiaxe, Taomas, Halifax, Fried Fish Dealer Halifax Pet 
June il Ord Jane 11 

Botton, Joszen, Otley, Yorks, Rate Collector Leeds Pet 
May 29 Ord June 12 

Burritt, Cuarexcs Haywaarp, Bourton, Builder 
Salisbury Pet June 12 Ord June 12 

Canter, Groroe Faepenicx, Kast Harling, Norfolk, Baker 
Norwich Pet June 12 Ord June 12 


Cunpatt, Harry, Leeds, Joiner Leeds Pet June 11 Ord 
June 11 


MAPLE 


& CO'’S 
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INLAID LINOLEUMS 


form a 
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Rarxes, ‘Evoar Pooer, 
Swansea 





Tottenham Court Road London: 





Pet June6 Ord June 6 





Leicester 
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Curapertsox, Curuprnt, Madingley, Hardwick, Cambs, 
Farmer Cambridge Pet May 29 Ord June 12 

Davins, Tuomas, Brynfedwen, Capel Hendre, Carmarthen, 
CoalMiner Carmarthen PetJune12 Ord June 12 

Down1xo, Cuaatrs, Norwich, Builder’s Clerk Norwich 
Pet June 11 Ord Jute 11 

Duwrorp, OswaLp Freverrics, Oxford 
Pet June 13 Ord Jone 13 

Bowanps, Evcar, Bishopsgate av, 
Pet June2 Ord June 12 

Gooouirrs, Atrraep James, Sherrard rd, Forest Gate, 
Commercial Clerk High Court Pet ‘June 13 Ord 
June 13 

Gubenies, Oscar, Piccadilly, General Agent High Court 
Pet May 26 Ord June 12 
«, Epwry, Coldharbour, Sherborne, Dorset, Plasterer 
Yeovil Pet June13 Ord June 13 

Haywarp, James, Bexbill on Sea, Baker 
Junel Ord June 11 

Hoxivex, Kats Haxwan, Gloucester gate, Regent’s Park, 
Licensed Victualler High Court Pet May 23 Ord 
June 12 

Jossru, Hexry, Maestezg,Glam, Roadsman Cardiff Pet 
June 12 Ord June 13 

Kerys, Exvizanetnu Ayn, Romford rd. Stratford, Tobacconist 
High Court Pet June 12 Ord June 12 

Moy ez, Epwix, Burlev, Craven Arms, Salop, Wheelwright 
Leominster Pet June13 Ord June 13 

Nasn, Witts1am Hewry, Stoneleigh st, Notting Hill, Coal 
Merchant High Court Pet June 12 Ord June 12 

Nayior, Samvurt. Scholes, Cleckheaton, Yorks, Wheel- 
wright Bra‘ford Pet Junell Ord ‘June 11 

O’Baiex, Jonx, Cwmavon, Glam, Contractor Neath Pet 
June 11 Ord June 11 

Parmer, Hersert Byrriry, Hove, Butcher 
Brighton Pet June1l O:d June 11 

Parnes, Wauter Jonn, Fobbing, Fesex, Builder Chelms- 

f Pet May 27 Ord June 11 

Quitizs. Witiuiam Joun Tucker, Lostwitbiel, Cornwall, 
Builder ro Pet June13 Ord June 13 

Regs, Davip Morris, Tredegar, Mon, Saddler Tredegar 
Pet June 12 01d June 12 

Rewnarp, Hererrt, Crossfiatts, Bin sey Leen 
banger Bradford Pet June11 Ord June! 

So1o: ons, 8 B, Wentworth st, Merchant High Court 
Pet March 13 Ord June 11 

Sroxes, Epwix James Smita, Poole, Dorset, Builder 
Poole Pet June 13 Ord June 18 

Tsousox, Huon, Leeds, Commission Agent Leeds Pet 
June 11 Ord June 11 

Waxcnten, A, Queen’s gate, South Kensington High 
Court Pet April 4 Ord June 11 

Wiuuiams, Danizy, Penbryrhir. Devil’s Bridge, Cardigan, 
Farmer Aberystwyth Pet June10 OrdJune 10 

Woop, Eexest Victor, Wilton rd, Shepherd’s Bush, 
Butcher Greenwich Pet June12 Ord June 12 

Worratt, Witiiam Arntuvur, Watford St Albans Pet 
June 12 Ord June 12° 


—_— _—_ — - 


R. F. F. MONTAGUE, LL.B., continues 

to PREPARE for the SOLICITORS’ FINAL and 

IATE EXAMINATIONS; payment by result. 

by letter, at 2, 


Oxford, Chemist 
Director High Court 


Hastings Pet 


fussex, 


Paper- 








—Particulars on application, personally or 
Hare-court, Temple. 
COTCH SOLICITOR, of some years’ 
standing, having sound knowledge of law and con- 
siderable experience in practice, embracing Conveyancing 
and Estate Work, Commercial and Patent Law, and Public 
pane ae Procedure, is open for an Engagement, Pro- 
or Secretarial, at Home or in the Colonies.— 
i orn, in first instance, to Z. » Solicitors’ Journal 
and Wee Reporter *”* Office, 27, Chancery-lane, W.C. 


Ppa vits ont_ Gene —A Young Solicitor, 

th good General and Conveyancing knowledge, 

uires Junior Partnership in a good firm ; can introduce 

ne ees, and bas moderate capital.— Apply Messrs, ARNOLD 
& Co., 60, Queen Victoria-street, Londun, E.C. 


SOLICITORS COMMENCING IN 
PRACTICE.—For Sale, a modernized bijou Resi- 
oo, =5 main road in Kensington, where Vendor has 
ey for past five years; lease 44 years, 
ground -rent £6 17s., very low rates; price £1, 000 (including 
’s fixtures and fitments), but £600 could remain on 
Sieee: 8 abet. —Write X., care of “ Solicitors’ Journal 
and Weekly Reporter,” 27, Chancery-lane, W.c. 


SOLICITORS.—A Gentleman Desires 

to Borrow £200 upon a Reversion to a Share of Trust 

Funds.—Write Reversion, care of Cleaver & Co,, 62, St. 
Martin’s-lane, 
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SELDEN SOCIETY. 


FOU NDED 1887. 
Lo encourage the study and advance the knowledge of the History 
of English Law, 


Patrox: HIS MAJESTY THE KING. 
Presipent: Sir ROBERT ROMER, G.C.B. 

View Peers Taro eo 

CouncIL. 

Prof. Courtney 8. Kenny. 

Sir H. Maxwewi Lyre. 

Mr, R. F, Norrow, «.c. 

Sir Faepx. Po.rock, Bt. 

Mr. Renssaw, K.c. 


Mr. Henry ATTLesz. 

Mr. J. T. ATKiNsow, 

Mr. W. Pauey Batrtpon. 

Lord Justice Farwe.u. 

Mr. Cuapwyck Heaey,k.c. 

Sir Joun Gray Hitt. Prof. Vinocraporr, 

Mr, Justice Jovor. Mr Justice Wanrrinetor. 
Mr. ze Cy a Wiitams, 


Sir Farpx. Pow a Bt. | "Valier VisoGraporr. 
Hon. Becretary : Mr. B. Fosserr Lock, 
11, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn, Ww.c. 
Hon. Treasurer: Mr. Francis K. Muytoy, 
Montpelier House, Twickenham. 
Annual ae: ONE GUINEA. Life Membership 
(or 30 years for Libraries, &c.): TWENTY GUINEAS. 
Each Member receives the publication for the year of 
subscription, and may subscribe for any ape year. 
Public Libraries, &c., becoming su’ requir- 
ing a — set of past Publications may soeaive same at 
a special rate 
Further particulars ows be obtained from the Secretary or 
Treasurer. 


Nore.—Publications already issued (pri: a 28s. each to 
Non-Members) : (I.) Select Pleas of the (I1.) 
Manorial ag (II1.) Select Civil Pleas. Uv. 
Baron. v) Leet Jurisdiction in Norwich. 
Admiralty Pleas (Vol. ae -) i 


Pleas (Vol. aL 
Select Pleas a the Forests. 
ments. (XV.) The Exchequer of the Jews. 
Star Chamber. (XVII.) Year Books 1 .. 2 

(X VIII.) Borough Customs Saad 1). (XIX.) ¥ i -# 
Vol. 2) 2 & 3 Ed. 2. (XX.) Year Books (Vol. 3) 3 Ed. 2. 
(XXI.) Borough Customs tvs 2). (XXIL) Year Book 
Series (Vol. 3). 


ST. JOHN’S HOSPITAL 
FOR DISEASES OF THE SKIN (incorporated), 


Ia-Patient Department, Uxbridge Road, W. 


Offices and Out-Patient Department, 
LEICESTER im SQUARE, Ww.c, 


President: THE 1B EARL OF OF CHESTERFIELD. 
Vice-Presidents \ ie Sim EDWARD SASSOON, Br., M.P. 
Treasurer: GUY PYM, Esq. 


This Institution was founded in 1863, and is the only 


Skin Hospital in London with free beds for men, women, 
and children. Number of patients weekly, 800. 


HELP IN ANNUAL SUBSCRIPTIONS, DONA- 
TIONS, AND LEGACIES URGENTLY NEEDED. 


Bankers: London and Westminster Bank, Limited, 
St, James’s-square, 8.W. 


Secretary-Superintendent GEO. A. ARNAUDIN. 


LONDON GUARANTEE AND 
ACCIDENT COMPANY (LIMITED). 


Com: ie oT A Court as 


(XIV.) haan Town Docu- 
(XVI. — 











ANTED, well-secured Freehold Ground- 

rente, not exceeding £75 per annum, for several 

small Funds.-Send full particulars to Prxe, Prxez, & 
How.ayp, 123, Queen’s-road, Bayswater, W. 


ORTGAGES. — Wanted, first - class 
Securities for Large Funds. — Box 273, care of 

“ Bolicitors’ — and Weekly Repcrter” Office, 27, 
AW.—GREAT SAVING.— For prompt 

25 per cent. will be taken off the following 








bstracts 


SCwowos 


Copies ° 
PAPER.—Foolscap, 14. per sheet; 
Parebment, 1s. €4. to 3s. ea. oe i 





EEER & LANHAM, B®, Fuinivel-ctreet, Holborn, F.C, 











The 

SECURITY for RECEIVERS. and AD- 

MINISTRATORS, for Doers in "Sais os security 

is ordered to be given, by the Board Trade for 

OFFICIALS under the Bankruptcy Acts, ond & the Scotch 

Courts, &c., &e. 

Assets Exceed - - £817,000 
Claims Paid Exceed - £1,673,000 
EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY. 

Fam mya hy RAs 

7m: n 
and o  Oamanel Law insured von ise, 
61, Moorgate-street, London, E.C. 
LIMITED, 
Head Offices: 19 & 70, Lombard St., London, E£.C. 
EsTaBLisHeD 1782. 
FIRE, LIFE, ACCIDENT, 

Workmen’s Compensation, Fidelity Guarantee, Burglary, &c, 
Total Ansets Exceed- - - - £7,000,000. | 
Claims Paid Exceed - 7 - - £44,000,000, | 
O INVESTORS, &c.—For sal, 

Six Freehold Houses, Nos, 2, 4, 6, 8, 10, and 18, Pair. | 
field-road, Fairfield Estate, Crouch End, 


to substantial tenants on rising rentals; No. 18is in hand | 
and can be Sold fur Occupation if Gesi.ed ; each contain | 
three jarge a seven noble bedrooms, good , 
kitchens, and usual domestic offices; price 27,000, or | 
could be divided.—J. A. Morcaw & Oo., Surveyors and | 
Lend Agents, 6 ard 6, Clement’s-inn, Strand, London, 
W.C, Phone, 110c9 Cental. 


ANDREW’S HOSPITAL 


FOR MENTAL DISEASES, 
NORTHAMPTON. 


For the Upper and Middie Olasses only. 


Presipext : 
THE RIGHT HON. THE EARL SPENCER, E.G. 


This Institution is a Registered. Hospital under the 
Lunacy Act for the reception of private patients of the 
Upper and Middle classes only, and is in no way 
connected with a County or Borough 
Asylum in which Pauper Patients are 
receiv 

It ia pleasantly situated, and is surrounded by more than 
100 acres of park and pleasure grounds. 

Terms from 3ls. a@ week, according to the require- 
me etlon ante higher rates have Special Attendan’ 

its paying can have ts, 
Horses and , and Private Rooms in the Hospital ; 
or at Moulton Park, a branch establishment, two miles 
from the Hospital. 

The terms may be reduced in suitable cases on application 
to the Governors on printed forms supplied. For further 
particulars apply to the Medical Superintendent, 


BRYN-Y-NEUADD HALL, LLANFAIRFECHAN, 
The Seaside House of St. Andrew's Hospital. 
The Hall is beautifully situated in a Park of 280 acres 

close to the sea, and in the midst of the finest scenery in 


North Wales. 
Patients belo to the Hospital (or Boarders) may go 


for long or short Pas 
For further particulars apply to the Medical Superinten- 7 
dent, 8t. Andrew’s Hospital, Northampton. 


BUNTINGFORD RETREAT AND 
SANATORIUM. 
FOR CENTLEMEN SUFFERING FROM INEBRIETY OR 
ABUSE OF DRUCS. 


or under the Inebriates Acts. 
© Resident Physicians. 


Terms ij to 3} Guineas. } mile from Station,G.E.R, 
Telephone : P.O. 8, Buntingford. Telegraphic Address: 
‘‘RESIDENT, BUNTINGFORD,”" — 


INEBRIETY, ABUSE OF DRUGS. | 
TOWER F HOUSE, 


AVENUE ROAD, LEICESTER, 
PRIVATE HIGH-CLASS HOME FOR LADIES. 
(EsTaBisHEepD 1864.) 


Excellent Medical References , 
Medical Attendant, A. V. Cranks, M.A., M.D. (Cantab.), 

For terms and particulars apply to Mrs. Mrius, 
Telegrams, “* Theobald,” Leicester. 


INEBRIETY. 
MSLBOURNE HOUSE, LEICESTER, 
PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES. 


Attendant : re ag SEVESTRE, M.A. 
Pritts M, me lS Ass 
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Medical 
M.D. (oes. Je 300, 


Study o poeer: 
imo fet ay ye Der toles onl 6 ticu 
apply Miss RILEY, or the Principal. 


Teiecearnic Appagss: “ MEDICAL, LEICESTER.” 
Treatment of INEBRIETY. 


DALRYMPLE HOUSE. 
RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. : 
For Gentlemen under the Act and privately. 


-” y Mees PY D. HOGG, MR.C.8., de., 


Medical &; 
Telephone: P.O. 16, Rickmanaworrn. 


‘ALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 


PRINTERS, LimiTED. 
LAW and PARLIAMENTARY. 


ARLIAMENTARY Brits, Minutes oy Evipewos, Booxs op 
Buverences, Statements or Ciaim, Answers, &o.,&0. 


BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES, © 
NEWSPAPERS, 

And all General and Commercial Werk. 
Every description of Printing. 


FETIER LANE, LONDON, E.C, 
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